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So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

Vueanovich
Whitehurst
Williams
Wright

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks announced
that the Senate disagrees to the
amendments of the House to the bill
(8. 1570) “An act to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to pro-
vide rules for overtime compensatory
time off for certain public agency em-
ployees, to clarify the application of
that act to volunteers, and for other
purposes,” requests a conference with
the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. HarcH, Mr. STaAFFORD, Mr. NICK-
LEs, Mr. Kennepy, and Mr. MEeTz-
ENBAUM to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES
ON S. 1570, FAIR LABOR
STANDARDS AMENDMENTS OF
1985

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S.
1570) to amend the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 to provide rules for
overtime compensatory time off for
certain public agency employees, to
clarify the application of that act to
volunteers and for other purposes,
with the House amendments thereto,
insist on the House amendments, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEerTEL of Michigan). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from California?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, may I ask,
has this request been cleared with the
minority?

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HAWKINS. Yes; I have just
spoken to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. JEFFORDs], the ranking mi-
nority member on the other side.

This is simply a request for the ap-
pointment of conferees on a matter
pertaining to the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act as a result of the Garcia deci-
sion. There is no objection to this re-
quest that I know of.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman, and I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
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gentleman from California? The Chair
hears none and, without objection, ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
HAwkiINs, CrLay, MURPHY, WILLIAMS,
JEFFORDS, PETRI, and BARTLETT.

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair wishes to state to the Members
that the Chair will take limited 1-min-
utes until the conferees are ready to
present their report.

TRACKING THE PARENTAGE OF
THE GRAMM-RUDMAN BABY

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, if a pa-
ternity suit was filed in the U.S. House
on behalf of the Gramm-Rudman
baby, I suspect that every Republican
Member would boldly assert his politi-
cal manhood. But if this Gramm-
Rudman baby matures from a blessed
public relations event into an adoles-
cent approach to resolving our Na-
tion’s fiscal crisis, I suspect the pater-
nal pride may diminish.

If Congress comes to realize that
Gramm-Rudman will deepen a future
recession or that we have left a shame-
ful loophole for the President to con-
tinue to fatten the military budget
while deserving Americans and Medi-
care starve, or if Congress surrenders
its constitutional powers to the Presi-
dent without any protection, then
many of today’s congressional fathers
of Gramm-Rudman may demand a be-
lated blood test.,

The Gramm-Latta infant grew into a
lumbering oaf that has given us the
highest budget deficits and the largest
trade deficit in the history of the
Nation. What can we expect of this
wonderchild sired by the same par-
ents?

Mr. Speaker, in order to keep
Gramm-Rudman from becoming an
orphan when it takes its first step, the
House should have the good sense to
make the critically necessary changes
included in the Democratic alterna-
tive.

SANDINISTAS CONTINUE SUP-
PRESSIVE MEASURES AGAINST
THE CHURCH IN NICARAGUA

(Mr. LAGOMARSINO asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
Monsignor Carballo, the Nicaraguan
priest who is spokesman for the
Catholic curia and director of Radio
Catolico, sent me a letter which I re-
ceived yesterday. He asked me to
‘“please publicize our dramatic situa-
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tion” and the efforts of the church in
Nicaragua to regain its property and
its right to spread the Word of God.

Father Carballo’s plea comes follow-
ing the Communist government’s sup-
pression of civil liberties and human
rights in Nicaragua and the seizure of
the new biweekly church newspaper
‘“Iglesia.”

Other Sandinista activities reported
in the last few days include a ban
against Cardinal Obando y Bravo from
officiating at an outdoor mass in a
northern city of Nicaragua and the
raid on the national headquarters of
the Social Christian-oriented Nicara-
guan Workers Federation and the
arrest of three of its leaders.

These attacks against two leading
Nicaraguan institutions demand the
condemnation of all who seek protec-
tion for human rights and the dignity
of man. These attacks further demon-
strate the completely totalitarian
nature of the Sandinista Communist
government.

DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE
PREFERABLE

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker,
the House amendment would take
effect immediately—calling for serious
additional deficit reduction in 1986.
The Gramm-Rudman deficit target
would not require additional action in
1986—forcing deep cuts to take place
after, rather than before the 1986 elec-
tions.

Gramm-Rudman is a macroeconomic
nightmare—it guarantees deeper and
longer recessions. Deficit targets and
automatic spending cuts would remain
in effect even if the economy goes into
a recession, assuring that a mild reces-
sion would spiral and continue on and
on. Under Gramm-Rudman, a mild re-
cession could get out of control and
result in a 15-percent unemployment
rate. The House substitute would
adjust deficit targets and automatic
spending reductions if the economy
turns sour.

The House amendment guarantees
that the Pentagon will bear its fair
share of the spending cuts. The
Senate and the White House disagree
about how much Gramm-Rudman
would cut Defense. Under the House
amendment, there is no ambiguity—if
the deficit exceeds the maximum defi-
cit amount by $10 billion or more, at
least half of any automatic spending
cuts will come from the Pentagon.
This is consistent with the Senate Re-
publican assumption about Defense’s
share.

Gramm-Rudman exposes Medicare
and other domestic programs to addi-
tional cuts to reduce the Pentagon’s
share of spending cuts.
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The White House argues that virtu-
ally no defense contracts will be cut,
the Senate argues that $75 billion out
of $85 billion of existing contracts will
be cut. The House amendments call
for cutting new budget authority so
that OMB cannot find a loophole to
let the Pentagon off the hook.

Under the House amendment auto-
matic cuts would not be effective if
the President fails to recommend de-
fense cuts, as Secretary Weinberger
suggests he might.

The House amendment gives CBO
responsibility to forecast the deficit
and estimate required spending reduc-
tions. Under Gramm-Rudman the
President, through OMB, would be
able to determine whether the auto-
matic spending reduction trigger
would be pulled and how the cuts
would be implemented. The House
amendment requires that automatic
spending cuts be across the board and
applied in such a way that Congress
and GAO can verify their uniformity.

The House amendment assures that
the courts will be able to quickly
review the constitutionality of this
statute. If a court rules that CBO
cannot have a role in this process, the
House amendment would require a
court to throw out the entire proce-
dure so that OMB will not be left with
complete control.

Gramm-Rudman leaves the Presi-
dent with discretion to choose which
programs are covered and which are
not. The House amendment spells
these details out clearly.

Gramm-Rudman offers no protec-
tion for AFDC, Medicaid, food stamps,
or the other key low-income programs.
The House exempts or minimizes the
impact on the most critical low-income
programs.

By delaying extension of the debt
ceiling the Gramm-Rudman amend-
ment has cost the Social Security
Trust Fund millions of dollars. The
House amendment would completely
restore funds robbed from the trust
fund to finance the Government
during the delay.

Under Gramm-Rudman, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture could reduce target
prices and loan rates to meet deficit
reduction targets. Under the House
amendment, the Secretary would not
have this discretion.

The Democratic alternative protects
veterans—Gramm-Rudman launches
an assault on the 56 million veterans
by making them eligible for massive
automatic across-the-board cuts. This
is unfair.

Under the Democratic alternative,
we balance the budget earlier and
more comprehensively, but fairly.
Under our plan, budget decisions stay
with the American people, through
their Representatives in Congress,
rather than giving that tremendous
power to unelected, faceless bureau-
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crats at the Office of Management and
Budget.
Let us do the right thing today.
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LIBERAL VOTE IS FOR ROSTEN-
KOWSKI AMENDMENT, CON-
SERVATIVE BALANCED BUDG-
ET IS FOR MICHEL AMEND-
MENT

(Mr. CRAIG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, lo and
behold, we have just heard of a Demo-
cratic plan. For the last 3 weeks we
have been struggling in the game of
brinksmanship, trying to produce a
document that would ultimately bring
this Government to a balanced budget
by 1991.

With the wringing of hands and the
sweating of brows, there has been no
plan from liberals of this body whose
desire is to circumvent the ability to
reduce spending. They want to contin-
ue to spend and spend and spend
again.

Let me quote from the CONGRESSION-
AL REecorp, our majority leader, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. WRIGHT]:

If we believe in a balanced budget, if we
believe that it is dishonest and unfair to pile
up for an indefinite future the debts to the
tune of $200 billion a year for things that
we are wearing and using in our lifetimes,
then we will make a modest start. Let us
begin the process.

Mr. Speaker, the process begins
today. A liberal vote is for the Rosten-
kowski amendment; a conservative bal-
anced budget vote is for the Michel
amendment.

ADVANTAGES OF HOUSE ALTER-
NATIVE TO GRAMM-RUDMAN

(Mr. PENNY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, later
today we will have the opportunity to
consider and vote on a House alterna-
tive to the Gramm-Rudman balanced
budget plan. There are several advan-
tages to the House alternative.

First of all, it will allow us to make
reductions in the budget now, this
year, rather than putting them off
until next year, as under Gramm-
Rudman.

Second, it provides for the Congres-
sional Budget Office to make econom-
ic projections, rather than the politi-
cally motivated Office of Management
and Budget.

Third, it requires the President to
make across-the-board reductions in
both defense and domestic programs,
rather than picking and choosing, as
could be possible under Gramm-
Rudman.

30119

Finally, it hold the promise of bal-
ancing the budget by 1990, rather
than 1991 under Gramm-Rudman.

Neither of these budget plans is per-
fect. In my judgment, the House alter-
native is better.

VOTE NO ON ROSTENKOWSKI
ALTERNATIVE; VOTE YES ON
MICHEL ALTERNATIVE

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, we now have two alternatives to
the Gramm-Rudman-Mack balanced
budget amendment. The Democratic
alternative is by Chairman ROSTEN-
KowsKIl of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. The Republican alternative is
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MicaEL], the minority leader.

Very briefly, the proposal of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTEN-
KowsK1] excludes an additional 5 to 10
percent to nonsequestered funds, that
is about $93 billion. It requires that if
sequestering does take place, at least
50 percent of that sequestering has to
come from defense. It eliminates the
OMB from setting recession targets.

On the other hand, Leader MICHEL’s
proposal lowers the deficit targets
from $180 billion to $172 billion this
year, clarifies what is controllable and
what is not controllable, adds the
GAO as kind of a disinterested third
party on recession targets.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge that we
vote no on the alternative of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW-
sK1], and vote yes on the alternative of
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MICHEL].

A RIVERBOAT GAMBLE

(Mr. MOLLOHAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, if
the results of the decisions we will
make on the Gramm-Rudman budget
proposal were not so important to so
many people I could actually enjoy
the irony of our situation here today.

Four years ago this administration
pushed through Congress one of the
more outlandish fiscal policies ever
conceived. The President promised to
balance the budget by slashing taxes,
cutting spending for domestic discre-
tionary programs, and dramatically in-
creasing the Defense budget. The Re-
publican leader in the other body at
the time called it—generously in my
view—a “riverboat gamble.” One of
the centerpieces of that riverboat
gamble was the Omnibus Reconcilia-
tion Act, which in one fell swoop
slashed many important Government
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programs and, equally important, re-
defined congressional budget writing
by removing any semblence of
thoughtful, deliberative consideration
from the process. Passage of that bill
was legislating under cover of the
night and it is largely responsible for
the fiscal mess we are in today.

Now, how does the President pro-
pose to get us out of this mess? He
asks us to pass Gramm-Rudman, a
piece of legislation even more pro-
found than the 1981 Reconciliation
Act, but whose implications are even
less certain. Surely, Mr. Speaker, we
can learn from our mistakes.

THE PRESIDENT'S NEW ARMS
CONTROL OFFER

(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
know there are many Members of the
House who will join me today in com-
mending President Reagan for his
bold and flexible new arms control
proposal. While most of the details are
not yet available, this new offer is
proof positive of the administration’s
deep commitment to making progress
in this vital area. I know that the Sovi-
ets will seriously consider this offer. It
is my hope that they will honestly
meet the challenge of making real
progress in arms reduction negotia-
tions.

In responding to the Soviet's latest
arms control plan, the United States
offer calls for deep cuts, no first-strike
advantage, and no cheating on signed
arms control accords. Our new plan re-
sponds to the positive elements in the
Soviet proposal that would reduce
strategic nuclear arsenals by 50 per-
cent. Overall, the administration’s pro-
posal calls for further significant re-
ductions in order to move our two pro-
posals closer together.

The administration is serious about
this new detailed package. Soviet offi-
cials today have agreed to extend the
current Geneva talks in order to dis-
cuss the proposal. This is not the first
time that President Reagan has pre-
sented the Soviets with an arms reduc-
tion proposal. Let us hope that the
positive movement on this issue on the
Soviet side will move our negotiators
forward.

We cannot deal with arms control in
isolation, when other events between
our nations foster a sense of suspicion.
" I commend the President for his
flexibility on this issue. I encourage
him to continue this free exchange on
arms control matters with Soviet offi-
cials. I trust that the Soviets will re-
spond in kind.
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GRAMM-RUDMAN IS COWARDLY
EXERCISE IN POLITICAL BUCK-
PASSING

(Mr. EVANS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. EVANS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
this week President Reagan refused to
let his Administrator of the Veterans’
Administration testify before the
House Vetereans' Affairs Committee
on what the Gramm-Rudman propos-
als would do to veterans' benefits.

I think I know why.

It's because Gramm-Rudman flies in
the face of economic fairness. It forces
further deep cuts in those programs
which have already borne the brunt of
Reaganomics—programs for veterans,
the unemployed, the poor and middle
class.

Since 1981, programs aimed at the
poor have been slashed by 30 percent
while the military budget has doubled.
Yet domestic programs are the main
target of Gramm-Rudman; weapons
programs making up 38 percent of the
military budget are exempt.

Gramm-Rudman is nothing more
than another cowardly exercise in po-
litical buckpassing. The real causes of
our deficit—tax breaks for the wealthy
and for huge corporations and a weap-
ons-system buying spree—are not ad-
dressed.

I urge my colleagues to reject
Gramm-Rudman. It's another dose of
the same medicine that got us here in
the first place.

JAPANESE DEFENSE SPENDING

(Mr. REGULA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr REGULA. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day Washington papers carried the
story that Japanese Prime Minister
Nakasone had bowed to opposition
party pressure and pledged to keep
Japanese defense spending within 1
percent of GNP.

You may recall that just last month
Mr. Nakasone unveiled his 5-year mili-
tary program that would break the 1
percent ceiling and allocate 1.04 per-
cent for defense spending. While this
increase could hardly be hailed as ap-
proaching Japan’s fair share of free
world security costs, at least it was a
step in the right direction.

Now we learn that Mr. Nakasone has
backed off and yielded to those who
would continue Japan’s free military
ride. In fact, the Prime Minister has
pledged that the defense budget for
fiscal year 1986 will be less than 1 per-
cent of GNP.

Mr. Speaker, what more will we
permit from Japan before we act to
inject fairness into free world respon-
sibility? If the United States had spent
only 1 percent of its GNP for defense
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over the past 10 years, we would have
had $1.5 trillion to invest in our indus-
trial modernization. In 1985 alone,
$199 billion would have been available
for ailing American industries.

While America alone is at the watch
around the world, Japan shirks its free
world security responsibilities and en-
gages in increasingly damaging trade
relations. Newsweek magazine report-
ed this week that Japanese ‘‘success”
is threatening the economy of the
entire world, and that without an im-
mediate and genuine change by Japan,
the world financial system could well
collapse, less developed debtor nations
could plunge into default and chaos,
and the world could slide into reces-
sion.

Japan has sent us the signal that
they have no intention of changing. It
is time for America to act.

GRAMM-RUDMAN—A HOAX AND
A FRAUD

(Mr. LEVINE of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr.
Speaker, we should be embarrassed by
the serious consideration that we are
giving to the Gramm-Rudman propos-
al. It is the most ill-conceived, eco-
nomically absurd piece of legislation
to come before this body in my 3 years
of service here.

We are not engaging in deficit reduc-
tion. We are engaging in political thea-
ter.

Gramm-Rudman is a hoax and a
fraud. The Republican version of this
bill allows a deficit for next year that
is larger than that conferred in the
budget we passed earlier this year.

In drafting it this way, its Republi-
can authors are saying that while they
want to cut the deficit, they do not
want to be responsible to the elector-
ate when the budget ax falls, and
make no mistake about it, the ax will
fall. It will fall on the poor, the elder-
ly, the children, women, black, Hispan-
ics, and disabled Americans.

It will not fall upon the wealthy cor-
porations who pay no taxes. It 'will not
fall upon the generals in the Pentagon
and it will not fall upon the special in-
terests to whom Ronald Reagan is so
beholden.

This legislation is a farce and we
should have the courage to reject it.

PRESENTATION OF FUNDS TO
CHILDREN'S HOSPITAL FROM
THE CONGRESSIONAL BASE-
BALL GAME

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, with all
the talk of deficit spending and fiscal
irresponsibility reverberating through
these Halls, I would like to start this
day by giving some fiscal good news to
the Congress.

Yesterday, Congressman CHAPPELL
and I presented a check for $6,000 in
the name of Congress to Washington'’s
Children’'s Hospital. These are the
proceeds of the congressional baseball
game. We had one fine game and a
fun-filled pregame party for the
money that the Congressmen, Con-
gresswomen, and their staffs and sup-
porters put up for this annual charity
baseball game.

I certainly am proud of our Republi-
can and Democrat team players and
their supporters who have taken in
funds, giving a good deal for the dol-
lars we received and gave something in
return to Children’s Hospital.

TIME TO DIG OUT FACTS ON
MEDVID AFFAIR

(Mr. LEVIN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, the Attorney General has now
asked for an investigation into the way
INS npersonnel responded when
seaman Miroslav Medvid jumped a
Soviet ship. That investigation is very
much in order. There are several seri-
ous questions which need to be an-
swered, including what did that
seaman actually say to the INS trans-
lator over the telephone and why did
INS not await more deliberate face-to-
face discussions?

Also, when Medvid tried to leave the
ship upon which the INS was return-
ing him to the Soviet ship, why did
INS personnel persist?

As I understand it, the Soviet ship to
which Medvid has been returned is
still in U.S. waters. It is critical that
this review of the Medvid affair be
concluded promptly, in the event that
it develops information which necessi-
tates further action by the United
States before that ship is gone.

This is not the time for grandstand-
ing. It is time to dig out all the facts
promptly.

INS SHOULD RELEASE IRENE
PADOCH DEPOSITION

(Mr. RITTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, last
weekend at the Ukrainian-American
resort of Sojuzilka in the Catskill
Mountains, four immigration agents
paid a visit to Mrs. Irene Padoch and
took a deposition. That deposition re-
sulted in a six-page document of her
interview with Miroslav Medvid, the
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Ukranian seaman who had jumped off
a Soviet ship.

That document gives the only realis-
tic picture of Mr. Medvid’'s actions in
that later interviews were conducted
after he had been back on the ship for
more than 24 hours. I spoke with
Irene Padoch yesterday, and so did a
number of others, and it is her conclu-
sion that Mr. Medvid absolutely, posi-
tively wanted to stay in the United
States and not fo return to the Soviet
Union.

INS is variously denying the exist-
ence of the document or refusing to
provide those documents to those of
us who are requesting it. I call upon
the INS to make that document
public. It bears heavily on whether or
not we should allow Miroslay Medvid
to be taken back to the Soviet Union.

How can the U.S. Government pur-
port to protect world freedom at the
upcoming summit when it cannot pro-
vide freedom to one desperate, lonely
individual seeking freedom on our soil.

TIME IS RUNNING OUT ON
TRADE DEFICIT

(Mr. BONKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, the
headlines posted at the end of the
month is all too familiar, and this
morning’s newspaper is no exception.

“The Trade Deficit Surges in Sep-
tember.” The Secretary of Commerce
tells us that this month we have had
the highest trade deficit ever reported,
$15.5 billion for 1 month. The greatest
deficit comes this time from the manu-
facturing sector, where our Nation has
maintained a surplus as early as 1981.
Since the surge is in imports, the
economists tell us that our Nation's
growth is likely to fall 2.2 percent in
the last quarter.

The trade problem is serious and
there is nothing to indicate that there
will be any improvement in the near
future, Mr. Speaker, the time has
come for Congress and the administra-
tion to place trade higher on our polit-
ical agendas. The House Democratic
Task Force recently reported out a
trade package, as have the Republi-
cans. The administration has an-
nounced its new trade offensive, but
few people believe that it will bring
early or significant results.

But these proposals will not bring
down the trade deficit nor effectively
deal with our trade problems until
Congress acts. Time is running out for
Congress to avoid protectionist ac-
tions.

A VOTE TO DO NOTHING ON
BUDGET CUTTING

(Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
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House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, this is not the appropriate time to
talk about the newfound budget cut-
ters and their bill or what it does to
agriculture, what it does to national
security, or its potential unconstitu-
tionality. Having heard from so many
of my colleagues this morning about
how necessary it is to cut the budget,
perhaps it would be wise for this side
of the aisle to understand that our
first vote from these same budget cut-
ters will be a vote to do nothing, a vote
not to recede. In other words, the
same people getting up to say how
they now have decided to cut the
budget really want to vote first on not
having to do anything.

I think that says more about what
this argument is about today than
anything else. So I ask my colleagues
to ignore that ludicrous vote and then
I would hope on both sides to ignore
this hastily contrived package of inad-
equacies and vote for the Michel pack-
age so we can get to work, which is
what we were sent here to do.

0 1145

RELINQUISHING OUR
LEGISLATIVE POWERS

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker,
2,000 years ago the Roman Senate, in
a confession of its inability to get its
act together, handed the powers of the
Roman Republic, the legislative
powers, over to a dictator. That is
what we are going to be asked to do
today. If anyone has any doubt as to
the aptness of this analogy, I invite
their attention to the remarks of
James Madison in the Federalist
Papers, who said that the concentra-
tion of all powers in the hands of one
man is the very definition of tyranny.

That is the most basic issue posed by
Gramm-Rudman. And may I say that
one of the reasons we are at this point
is because of Gramm-Latta, combined
with Kemp-Roth; shouldn't that tell
us something? If we pass Gramm-
Rudman, we will be effectively trans-
ferring the legislative powers of the
Congress of the United States to the
President.

I would rather saddle my children
with the burden of paying off another
$400 billion of this terrible deficit than
to give away their birthright, the de-
mocracy that was created by the
Founding Fathers. Let us think about
that. Have we got the guts to raise
taxes? Have we got the guts to repeal
Kemp-Roth? Have we the guts to risk
the wrath of the voters to save the one
institution that gives them control of
their Government? If so, we do not




30122

need Gramm-Rudman or anything
else like it to get the deficit under con-
trol.

USING SNIFFER DOGS TO
DETECT EXPLOSIVES

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, a few weeks ago, two terror-
ists were arrested at the Rome Air-
port. They were Iraqi terrorists, and
they had in the false bottom of a suit-
case 17 pounds of plastic explosives.
They said these explosives were to be
used to kill Americans and Israelis.

They discovered these plastic explo-
sives by using sniffer dogs.

I introduced legislation to mandate
that we use sniffer dogs here in the
United States, because I have been
told that you can take 5 or 10 pounds
of plastic explosives through any
metal detector with a small detonating
device that is undetectable, and you
can blow up a plane in flight.

My bill has been pending a few
weeks, and I need cosponsors. I have
told many of my colleagues that some-
thing is going to happen here in the
United States if we do not take some
action.

Two days ago, at the Dallas/Fort
Worth Airport, a bomb blew up in the
belly of a plane.

My colleagues, you and I fly back
and forth to our districts every week,
and I am telling you, you cannot
detect plastic explosives going through
a metal detector. We had better pass
some legislation that can provide some
protection for people on airplanes, be-
cause some terrorist is going to get on
that plane with a plastic explosive and
is going to kill a lot of innocent people
because we have not acted.

LOUISIANA HURRICANE
DISASTER

(Mr. TAUZIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I have
just returned from the flood disaster
area of south Louisiana, and I want to
use this podium to appeal to the Presi-
dent of the United States to expedite
the declaration of emergency disaster
relief for that section of this country.

Mr. Speaker, what I saw saddened
and impressed me. I saw up to 40,000
homes and businesses underwater, not
nice fresh water, but saltwater, salt-
water that corrodes and destroys auto-
mobiles and appliances and home
structures. I say families struggling to
recover with sanitary systems that will
not be working for weeks, and homes
with as much as 7 feet of water inside
the building.
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Mr. Speaker, to illustrate how bad it
is, I saw the hurricane evacuation
route in South Lafourche at 5 feet
under water, and that is the route that
is supposed to take people out.

I saw an offshore industry woefully
unprepared to evacuate the men and
women who work offshore because we
still do not require standby vessels for
that purpose.

Mr. Speaker, I saw a horrible disas-
ter, and I also saw what Louisiana is
going to look like in a few short years
if we do not do something about pro-
tecting our shoreline and our barrier
islands soon.

Mr. Speaker, what I saw was sad.

But Mr. Speaker, I also saw that the
Sun is shining today in Louisiana, but
she is hurting, and she is suffering
today, and I appeal to the President
for help. We need it badly.

AID TO ETHIOPIA

(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, Ethiopia’s
Foreign Minister, Wolde, in a press re-
lease written for the Kremlin today
blasted the United States for using
food to mettle in Ethiopia’s internal
affairs.

The American people have generous-
ly given 480,000 metric tons of food to
the starving people in Ethiopia.

At the same time, that Government
used $200 million to celebrate its 10th
anniversary, and at the same time pur-
chased 480,000 bottles of scotch.

These heroes today are saying that
the United States is mettling in Ethio-
pia’s internal affairs. That Govern-
ment has done everything it possibly
has been able to do to keep its people
in repression, and I think it is time for
the American people to know what the
facts are of what is going on in Ethio-
pia.

Talk about biting the hand that
feeds you, this is a prime example.

I think that we in this country, in
being generous to other nations, I
think we want to help other people, as
is rightfully a thing we should be
doing, but at the same time, we want
to take a look at the actions of those
governments also.

BALANCED BUDGETVILLE: YOU
CAN'T GET THERE FROM HERE

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
the President’s infatuation with
Gramm-Rudman reminds me of the
gentleman who, lost in Vermont, pulls
over and asks a farmer the best way to
get to East Bristol. The farmer looks
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at the driver, puffs on his pipe, and
says, “You can't get there from here.”

The President is lost. In fact he’s
been driving in circles for 5 years. He’s
running low on gas. He suddenly de-
cides he wants to get to Balanced
Budgetville—why he got this in his
head all of a sudden is not clear. He's
been merrily driving around for 5
years, now the tanks on empty. He's
waving this Gramm-Rudman map in
our faces. Says he bought it from a
traveling nostrum vendor. Wants to go
to Balanced Budgetville real bad, or so
he says.

Congress ought to look the Presi-
dent in the eye and tell him, “Your
Gramm-Rudman map is no good. You
can't get there from here.”

DEATH OF THE REPUBLIC

(Mr. WEAVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to extend his remarks.)

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, there
may have been a moment when the
Roman Republic became the Empire,
when the Senate ceased to rule and
the Caesars came to dominate the
Roman State, but it was the increasing
responsibilities of world power and a
series of wars that brought the Cae-
sars lurching into power in that an-
cient time.

So it is with our great Nation. Our
Republic with its constitutional free-
doms and representational democracy
has long flourished, but our own age
of Caesars has emerged from the same
roots which caused the downfall of the
Roman Republic. Now a moment has
come when all is visible, when the
needs of empire are seen to overtake
the plodding, discursive ways of de-
mocracy. The House votes today on
legislation that stamps upon our
Nation the irrevocable seal of Caesar.

This legislation is a confession by
this body that we no longer have the
will to rule. We are abdicating our re-
sponsibility, yielding our powers will-
ingly to the Presidential office and
making that office the seat of Caesar.
This body, this once mighty House of
Representatives, is filled with fine and
strong men and women of high intelli-
gence and great purpose. It is not the
fault of the individual Members.
Indeed, we all believe so deeply in our
own purposes that we are unable to
unite to resolve the issues of the times,
the responsibilities that great power
and wealth have brought upon us.
Only Caesar, for good or ill, can pro-
vide that unity of action.

It does not much matter what words
are in the resolution we vote on today.
We argue those words, some better,
some worse, but the resolution stands:
It is our funeral sermon for the death
of our Republic. A tear slips down my
face. My heart is heavy with pain and
anguish. Nothing is to be done. We go
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to our fate with full knowledge of
what we do. I sense this in the Mem-
bers. They know what our vote today
means. I see my colleagues talking in
little groups, telling each other with
almost feverish intensity what phrase
or provision might help, might hinder.
But underneath this heated talk is a
sadness seen on every face.

The moment has come when we
admit what has already happened to
our great Republic. I for one will cast
a lonely vote against it all. I do so
knowing my action is futile and for-
lorn. It helps me, though, to cover my
anguish through the final hours of
our democracy. We will remain strong.
In many ways we will remain free. But
as with the Roman Republie, the roots
of our Republic have withered.

BALANCED BUDGET

(Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, we
heard a lot of ranting and raving from
the other side of the aisle about the
management of the budget. However,
somewhere along the line, some of my
colleagues on the other side seem to
have lost sight of history.

The last President to balance the
budget was Lyndon Johnson, a Demo-
crat. During the last 40 years follow-
ing World War II, there have been 20
years of Democratic administrations
and 20 years of Republican adminis-
trations.

During that time, Democratic ad-
ministrations have produced three
times more budget surplus dollars
than Republicans and during that
time Republican administrations have
produced three times more budget def-
icit dollars than Democrats. That is
not much of a record for the Republi-
can side to crow about.

I will confess that Republicans are
better than Democrats at managing
public relations. But if we let the num-
bers do the talking, the American
people will reach a different conclu-
sion about their management of public
money.

PRESIDENTIAL DEFICIT/SURPLUS MAKERS!

FiscaL YEARS 1946-85

A review of Fiscal Years 1946-85 shows
the following:

A. 20 Democratic Presidential budget

years;

B. 20 Republican Presidential budget
years;

C. 5 Democratic Presidential budget sur-
plus years;

D. 3 Republican Presidential budget sur-
plus years;

E. 15 Democratic Presidential budget defi-
cit years; and

F. 17 Republican Presidential budget defi-

cit years.
On a total budget deficit basis, including
both off and on-budget deficit totals, and
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adjusting for the surplus years, the data
show:

A. The cumulative total Democratic Presi-
dential budget deficit in these years was
$309.4 billion, an annual average of $15.5
billion, per year; and,

B. The cumulative total Republican Presi-
dential budget deficit in these years was
$997.9 billion, an annual average of $49.9
billion.

Thus, the Republican cumulative, and av-
erage, deficit was 3.2 times larger than the
Democratic cumulative, and average, deficit.
The cumulative Democratic surplus was
$26.6 billion, an average of $5.3 billion. The
cumulative Republican surplus was $7.6 bil-
lion, an annual average of $2.5 billion.

THE FEDERAL DEFICIT

(Mr. HUBBARD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revised and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, No-
vember 1, 1985, and today’s efforts to
force the President and the Congress
to come to grips with the record level
Federal deficit are turning into the
usual battle.

Today the partisan rhetoric flows.
However, most Americans don't give a
post-Halloween hoot which deficit re-
duction plan passes this House today.
Most Americans do want Federal defi-
cit spending stopped.

The Democrats say: “Vote the Ros-
tenkowski alternative.”

30123

The Republicans say: “Vote the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings plan.”

There is growing dismay on the part
of my constituents and I'm certain of
many other Americans about the war-
ring and bickering between the two
major political parties over reducing
the deficit, while at the same time this
deficit is growing and growing, and the
debt limit must be increased to over $2
trillion this weekend before we can go
home. Some of my constituents in
western Kentucky have a difficult
time understanding just how much $2
trillion is. When told that it’s a 2 fol-
lowed by 12 zeros, they shake their
heads in dismay and disbelief.

Western Kentuckians and other
Americans, Mr. Speaker, are sick and
tired of congressional inaction to lower
Federal spending and reduce the Fed-
eral deficit. Spending and the deficit
are indeed two major problems that
are affecting each of our lives.

I say the time has come to act, and
to act with the best interests of our
great Nation.

We must come to an agreement
upon spending policies. We must put
an end to the ever-spiraling increases.
We must change our ways.

ADVERSE EFFECTS OF GRAMM/
RUDMAN

(Mr. SLATTERY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express some very deep con-
cern about the Gramm/Rudman pro-
posal that is being discussed across the
country these days.

As my colleagues know, earlier this
year I joined with the gentleman from
Texas and the gentleman from Florida
in offering to this body a plan that
would have required a balanced
budget by 1990. It gave us all the op-
portunity to make the tough, real
choices now, and I think the American
people should know that there were 56
Members of this body that voted for
that plan. And I think that it should
be noted that the President opposed it
and a lot of the legislative leadership
in this town opposed it.

But the fact remains if we are going
to deal with the deficit problem, those
kinds of tough choices are going to
have to be made.

As we decide on Gramm-Rudman,
though, I hope my colleagues will
focus on some very serious questions
about how this plan would affect the
farm program, how it will affect high-
way contractors, how it will affect vet-
erans. What effect is it going to have
on the readiness and maintenance of
our defense forces in this country? If
the cuts come, they are going to hit
that part of the Pentagon budget, and
I have serious concerns about what
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effect these cuts would have on our
Nation’s defense.

I think we need to keep these things
in mind as we search for a bipartisan
solution to the deficit problem.

REAGAN ADMINISTRATION
DOUBLE STANDARD ON MONE-
TARY POLICY

(Mr. WATKINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to point out a world-wide mone-
tary double standard being fostered by
Reagan-Baker economic concepts. On
the one hand, they say that the Third
World's floundering debtor countries
should, in words in the October 21
issue of Time magazine, “solve their
[financiall problems by adopting aus-
terity measures to pay off their stag-
gering loans.”

The new U.S. approach recognizes,
Time states, that borrowers will
remain on the brink of collapse unless
they can rev up their economic
growth. The IMF managing director
says, “The debtor countries must grow
out of debt.” Therefore Reagan policy
is to increase the infusion of fresh cap-
ital to other nations.

On the other hand, they are follow-
ing policies which urged the elimina-
tion of such programs as the Small
Business Administration, the Econom-
ic Development Administration and
other domestic programs which are de-
signed to help the U.S. citizens who
also need assistance to ignite econom-
ic, industrial and job growth.

At the time the President and his
Treasury Secretary James Baker are
working hard on a U.S. tax reform
package which analysts state would
force more U.S. industries overseas
and further cause deterioration of the
U.S. job market while increasing im-
ports. Plus eliminating the programs
listed above which were designed to
help bolster the U.S. economy.

Baker's plan is an abrupt change
from earlier Reagan policy under
Donald Regan which preferred a do-
nothing approach, leaving monetary
affairs in the hands of private bankers
and foreign countries. Baker is urging
a program he hopes will increase in-
vestment by an infusion of fresh cap-
ital at a time when Reagan-Baker
push for tax reforms which discour-
ages U.S. investment.

Mr. Speaker, I ask can they have it
both ways? On the one hand they
drastically reduce investment capital
for economic growth in the Nation
while at the same time encourage and
increase investment capital in foreign
nations.
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The 1981 TAX CUT: A BIG
MISTAKE

(Mr. BENNETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, prob-
ably the worst error our country ever
made from a fiscal standpoint was the
1981 tax cut. We all realize that now,
we are paying a heavy penalty for it,
we ought not to make another mistake
in that same direction. We ought to
decide to go ahead and take care of
the deficit we have now by passing a
measure which we can all pass to ac-
knowledge the fact that we have a $2
trillion national debt; and then we
ought to methodically do what we
need to do in cutting down on the cost
of Government.

We also ought to approach the ques-
tion of taxes. There are tremendous
sums of money that come into the
great corporations of this country
today, billions of dollars of net income,
that pay no taxes whatever.

There are wealthy people making
more than $1 million a year paying ab-
solutely no taxes whatsoever.

Now, the President has a proposal
he calls a minimum tax bill, but his
minimum tax bill will not get these
very rich people; the big corporations
will still escape being taxed on billions
of dollars of income. Millionaires,
multi-millionaires, people with million-
dollar incomes per year will still not
have to pay any income tax whatso-
ever.

So we ought to get on with making
these necessary reforms in taxes that
make sense and not bicker about these
little tiny things, and get our country
in better fiscal shape.

NEW YORK TIMES EDITORIAL
RIGHT ON POINT

(Mr. BROOKS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like the attention of all the Members
to the lead editorial in today’s New
York Times. Our task force on consti-
tutional and balance of power issue,
examined every one of the matters dis-
cussed in this editorial and found
Gramm-Rudman to be just as the New
York Times described it. I commend
this editorial to the Members and com-
mend the New York Times for its
astute comments on Gramm-Rudman.

[From the New York Times, Nov. 1, 1985]

DericiT Macic: WoRSE THAN NOTHING

The Senate and House are deadlocked
over the wrong-headed Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings scheme to wipe out the Federal
deficit, but approval seems inevitable,
maybe today. The Senate has passed it, the
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President wants it and even members who
strongly oppose the Administration’s budget .
priorities support it. Resigned to its over-
whelming popularity, they claim it's better
than nothing. In fact, it's worse.

This mischievous bill promises a magic so-
lution to the agony of cutting the Govern-
ment’s huge deficit: It orders annual reduc-
tion in six equal steps. If the President and
Congress disagree along the way about how
to make reductions, spending would be cut
by statutory formula.

This scheme has overwhelming appeal be-
cause is appears to balance the budget. All
who vote for it can say “we've done our
job.” On the contrary, they're ducking it.
There are many reasons to vote against this
bill, even to regard it with contempt; it rep-
resents conservative dogma rather than bi-
partisan discipline. Here are four.

It is bad policy. No one can know how
much deficit will be appropriate to the eco-
nomic conditions of each of the next six
years. To legislate inflexible limits on Fed-
eral fiscal policy is obviously dangerous. To
decree now that the budget will exactly bal-
ance in exactly six years is a pretentious
joke. It won't.

It is unbalanced. In the likely event that
the President and Congress disagree on how
to cut the deficit, the required cuts would be
achieved solely by reducing spending. There
would be no help from higher revenues. Tax
rates would be immune, and so would deduc-
tions, exemptions and all other special tax
allowances. Last year, all these cost the
Government $100 billion more than nation-
al security.

Even the spending cuts are unbalanced.
The bill wouldn't touch half the budget.
Social Security is protected; likewise are
most of the Pentagon's multi-year contracts.
Incredibly, so are some farm subsidies—but
not others. House Democrats would also
exempt programs that aid the poor, a lauda-
ble concern that merely compounds the ar-
bitrariness. All programs subject to auto-
matic cuts would be treated alike. There
would be no priorities.

The device is subject to easy White House
manipulation. The President could force the
automatic cuts by rejecting what Congress
approves in the regular process of spending
and tax bills. Or his budget office could trig-
ger the cuts by exaggerating the estimated
deficit. Moreover, budget officials would cer-
tify which programs are cuttable and which,
because of long-term contracts, are not.

It is dubious law. The lawmaking power
belongs to Congress, not to the President or
to subordinate agencies of either branch.
This bill gives the President the power, in
effect, to legislate by repealing properly en-
acted appropriations. It also vests extraordi-
nary authority in the Office of Management
and Budget and the Congressional Budget
Office, whose forecasts would be used to
invoke automatic spending cuts.

No law is printed in indelible Ink. Con-
gress passed a law in 1978—even better than
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings—promising a bal-
anced budget in three years, not six. Two
years later, Congress repealed it. Presto, no
law, and no balanced budget. So much for
promises.

There are reasons to be sad about what's
happening now. One is that Congress elect-
ed to deal with urgent national problems,
has failed to act constructively on this one.
Another is that this Congress thinks it has.
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GRAMM-RUDMAN LEGISLATION
TO CUT THE DEFICIT: NOT US,
NOT NOW

(Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, there was a fellow in my
small hometown who used to drink a
little too much. He always pledged he
was going to quit drinking, “first thing
in the morning.”

That is sort of what this Gramm-
Rudman resolution is all about. In-
credibly enough, if you read it closely,
the Gramm-Rudman resolution tech-
nically allows for more spending this
year, but would postpone the tough
spending cuts until after the next elec-
tion. It is like the fellow that pledged
to quit drinking, but “wait until morn-

‘We are going to offer an amendment
to Gramm-Rudman today, and that
amendment will say, “If you want to
do this job, roll up your sleeves and
let’s get it done. Let’s do it now, and
let’s do it right.”

As Representative DaveE OBEY said in
a recent op-ed piece, the President
asked in 1981: If not us, who? And if
not now, when?

Well, Gramm-Rudman says “not us,
not now."”

We are going to offer some amend-
ments that will give the membership
the chance to say “Yes us, and yes
now.” Let us do this job and let us do
it now and let us do it the right way.

If you do not vote for these amend-
ments, you say you want a higher defi-
cit this year by $20 billion. That is the
issue this afternoon.

A SHOTGUN WEDDING

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, in
1930 the poverty level in America was
50 percent; in 1980 it was 11 percent;
with Gramm-Latta in 1985, it is 15 per-
cent. What will it be in 1991 with
Gramm-Rudman?

I am not particularly crazy about
either of the deficit reduction plans
that will be brought today before the
House, but I will say this: Many people
are worried, if they would vote against
these measures they would be called
special interest Congressmen.

Well, I have to say that I will not
apologize for supporting senior citi-
zens, poor children, food stamps and
nutrition programs for our poor
people, and I do not think we should
apologize for it.

I think Members of this House do
not really understand either of those
reduction plans; they were hastily put
together, and we have a shotgun wed-
ding here today to try and resolve a
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deficit plan that is bigger than any
missile threat to America, and I do not
think that is the way to legislate.

A DEFICIT REDUCTION
MECHANISM MUST HAVE TEETH

(Mr. CARPER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, in 1978 Congress adopted a
law. That law said that we are going to
balance the budget. We are going to
balance the budget by 1981.

Well, 1981 came and went; the defi-
cits remained, and the deficits have
grown. I think it is clear that we need
something with teeth, ladies and gen-
tlemen. We need an enforcement
mechanism that will work. Gramm-
Rudman, for all of its deficiencies, has
at least one positive feature: It has
teeth, it has molars, biscuspids; it has
got teeth.

The Democratic alternative that is
going to be proposed today retains
that feature, and I think it also im-
proves considerably on several of the
deficiencies of the Gramm-Rudman
proposal.

We will speak today of pain, the
kind of pain that serious budget defi-
cit reduction will cause programs for
housing, crime victims, children, de-
fense and so forth. Let us remember,
however, that there is a lot of pain out
there that is caused by an out-of-con-
trol national debt of $2 trillion: The
pain of trade deficits for $150 billion
and the loss of 2 million American jobs
since 1980. We can best fight that
pain, ladies and gentlemen, by taking
some tough medicine today: The
[:emocratic alternative is that medi-
cine.

A MAJOR CRIME WITHOUT A
CRIMINAL

(Mr. HUGHES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, the De-
partment of Justice seems to have
brought about another of its continu-
ing series of miracles in modern Amer-
ican jurisprudence—a major crime
without a ¢ 4

Rockwell International Corp., which
had $6.2 billion in defense contracts
last year, has been allowed to plea bar-
gain away criminal charges of fraudu-
lently billing the Government for
$300,000.

The maximum fine that the compa-
ny can receive is $200,000, which is, as
usual, less than the amount ripped off
from the Government. The company
also agreed to make restitution and
pay the cost of the investigation.

Although the Government alleges,
and the company admits by its guilty
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plea, that at least six employees falsi-
fied time cards on a $3.6 million con-
tract, no individuals were charged.
This case thus takes place along side
its felonious siblings—Bank of Boston,
E.F. Hutton, Sperry, and General
Electrie, in which companies miracu-
lously scheme, formulate, and carry
out criminal activities without any in-
dividuals being criminally involved.

This case is even more disturbing in
that Rockwell has apparently been
charged with similar overcharging at
least twice in recent years, but spared
a trip to the woodshed, most recently
in 1982, when the company was spared
criminal prosecution and debarment
from additional Pentagon contracts
upon its promise not to repeat the of-
fense—the exact offense that the Jus-
tice Department has this week plea
bargained away.

Regrettably, the disturbing trend in
which the rich and well-connected
have a corporation to hide behind are
allowed to go free if they return a
piece of what they have stolen, while
the ordinary citizen has the book
thrown at him, finds yet another
shameful example.

THE SPENDERS AND THE
BUILDERS

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, when it
comes to deciding economic matters in
this House, there are essentially two
groups that we fall into in this body:
The spenders and the builders. The
spenders are those who believe that
Government itself can be the solution
to the problems. The builders are
people who believe that society offers
the kind of solutions that go beyond
Government.

What we have today is two alterna-
tives before us: One brought to you by
the spenders, one brought to you by
the builders. What we are saying,
what you are hearing from the Demo-
crats is: Trust the spenders. What we
are asking you to do is: Trust the
builders.

FIFTY PERCENT CUT IN BUTTER
GIVEAWAYS TO POOR HURTS
DISADVANTAGED UNFAIRLY

(Mr. WILSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House, there is a situation
that I think most of us may not know
about that has occurred in October, in
which the butter allotment from the
commodity program for the very poor-
est of the poor in our country has
been cut by 50 percent.

Now, this has been done at the insti-
gation of the margarine lobby, which
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maintains that distributing surplus
butter which we have stored all over
the country and have to throw away,
that surplus butter given to people on
AFDC and other extreme poverty pro-
grams is hurting the sale of marga-
rine.

I submit that this is impossible; that
the people who receive these commod-
ities are not, that they are being im-
properly injured, and more than that,
that the United States is going to
throw butter away that we are paying
for, that is needed by the poor people
of this country.

THE CHOICE IS SIMPLE

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let
me just say that we are going to hear a
lot of rhetoric today, and that there
are going to be a lot of efforts to ex-
plain not only how complicated
Gramm-Rudman is, but how compli-
cated the dramatically more recently
drafted Rostenkowski amendments
are.

I think that all of us ought to recog-
nize that we are, in the end, going to
get a straight up-and-down vote on
Gramm-Rudman. If we do not get one
today, then I suspect the Senate will
not agree to the Rostenkowski amend-
ments, and we will be back here next
week in the same place.

When we finally pass the Gramm-
Rudman, which I think we will do
eventually, it is going to be complicat-
ed, and those who are going to argue
that we face a lot of uncharted waters
are right; but the choice is very
simple: We either take the first major
step toward controlling spending in a
way which forces the Defense Depart-
ment and the President to submit a

budget dramatically different than .

what they would do without this, or
we continue down the road of large
deficits and wuncontrolled Federal
spending.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 372,
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT INCREASE

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI submitted
the following conference report and
statement on the joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 372) increasing the statutory
limit on the public debt:

ConNrFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 99-351)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 372) increasing the statuto-
ry limit on the public debt, having met,
after full and free conference, have been
unable to agree.

From the Committee on Ways and Means:

DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
Sam M. GIBBONS,
J.J. PICKLE,

C.B. RANGEL,
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PETE STARK,
JAMES JONES,
ED JENKINS,
RICHARD GEPHARDT,
MarTY RUsso,
JOHN J. DUNCAN,
BILL ARCHER,
Guy VANDER JAGT,
PHILIP M. CRANE,
BiLL FRENZEL,
From the Committee on Appropriations:
JAMIE WHITTEN,
EpwARD P. BOLAND,
WirLLiam H, NATCHER,
NEAL SMITH,
C. PURSELL,
Tom LOEFFLER,
From the Committee on Rules:
CLAUDE PEPPER,
JoE MOAKLEY,
BuTLER DERRICK,
ANTHONY C. BEILENSON,
MARTIN FROST,
DELBERT LATTA,
TRENT LOTT,
From the Committee on the Budget:
WiLriam H, Gray,
GEORGE MILLER,
MARVIN LEATH,
JAcK KEMP,
From the Committee on Government Op-
erations:
Jack BROOKS,
Don FuQua,
HENRY WAXMAN,
MIKE SYNAR,
FRANK HORTON,
THoMAs N. KINDNESS,
As additional conferees:
TrOMAS S. FOLEY,
Davip OBEY,
M.R. OAKAR,
LEON PANETTA,
Vic Fazio,
RoBERT H, MICHEL,
Dick CHENEY,
LYNN MARTIN,
CONNIE MACK,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Bos PACKWOOD,
BiLL RoTH,
PeTE V. DOMENICI,
J.C. DANFORTH,
W. L. ARMSTRONG,
RusseLL B. Long,
LroyD BENTSEN,
LAwTON CHILES,
CARL LEVIN,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JoINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
CoMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 372), increasing the statu-
tory limit on the public debt, submit the fol-
lowing joint statement to the House and the
Senate in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the managers and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report.

From the Committee on Ways and Means:

DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
Sam M. GIBBONS,
J.J. PICKLE,

C.B. RANGEL,

PETE STARK,

JAMES JONES,

Ep JENKINS,
RICKARD GEPHARDT,
MaRrTY RUsso,

JOHN J, DUNCAN,
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BILL ARCHER,
Guy VANDER JAGT,
PHILIP M. CRANE,
BiLL FRENZEL,

From the Committee on Appropriations:
JaMIE WHITTEN,
EpwARD P. BOLAND,
WiLLiaM H. NATCHER,
NEAL SMITH,
C. PURSELL,
Tom LOEFFLER,

From the Committee on Rules:
CLAUDE PEPPER,
JOE MOAKLEY,
BuTLER DERRICK,
ANTHONY C. BEILENSON,
MARTIN FROST,
DELBERT LATTA,
TRENT LOTT,

From the Committee on the Budget:
WiLLiAM H. GRray,
GEORGE MILLER,
MARVIN LEATH,
Jack KEmp,

From the Committee on Government Op-

erations:

JACK BROOKS,
Don FuQua,
HENRY WAXMAN,
MIKE SYNAR,
FrRANK HORTON,
THoMAs M. KINDNESS,

As additional conferees:
THoMAS S. FOLEY,
Davip OBEY,
M.R. OAEAR,
LEON PANETTA,
Vic Fazio,
RoBERT H. MICHEL,
Dick CHENEY,
LYNN MARTIN,
CONNIE MACK,

Managers on the Part of the House.
Bos PACKWOOD,
BiLL RoTH,
PeTE V. DOMENICI,
J.C. DANFORTH,
W.L. ARMSTRONG,
RusseLL B. Loxg,
LLoYp BENTSEN,
LAawTON CHILES,
CARL LEVIN,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to the order of the House
of October 31, 1985, I call up the con-
ference report on the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 372) increasing the statuto-
ry limit on the public debt.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the report.

The Clerk read the report.

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will
report the first amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 1: Page 1, line 7,
insert:

SEC. 2. MINIMUM CORPORATE TAX BY CORPORA-
TIONS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this joint resolution, the Senate Committee
on Finance is directed to report to the
Senate by July 1, 1986, legislation providing
for payment of an alternative minimum cor-
porate tax by corporations on the broadest
feasible definition of income to assure that
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all of those with economic income pay their
fair share of taxes: Provided, That said al-
ternative minimum corporate tax shall take
effect for corporate tax years commencing
on or after October 1, 1986. The revenue
raised by this tax shall be applied to reduce
the Federal deficit.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate amend-
ment be considered as read and print-
ed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object.

Mr. Speaker, I do so to ask the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW-
sK1] just what this is. We are proceed-
ing in a process here that has not
given the Members much chance for
information.

I will be glad to yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW-
SKI].
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Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. In answer
to the question of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, this amendment simply
provides complementary language to
that found in the other body’s version
of this legislation concerning the de-
velopment and reporting of an alterna-
tive minimum corporate tax.

The language requires the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means to report an
alternative minimum tax no later than
October 1, 1986. I hasten to add that
the Committee on Ways and Means
currently has under active consider-
ation a very strong corporate mini-
mum tax as part of its tax reform leg-
islation, which it is our intention to
report in a very short while.

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving
the right to object, let me ask the gen-
tleman, do we assign any parameters
to this? For instance, are we saying
that the measure being marked up in
committee is the measure that they
must come forward with? Is there pro-
tection in here for industries that are
struggling on the brink of bankruptcy?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. In answer
to the gentleman's inquiry, the amend-
ment goes no further than the Sen-
ate’s amendment did.

Mr. WALKER. It is simply to in-
struct that some kind of a minimum
tax be reported out.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. To be re-
ported out by Ways and Means by Oc-
tober of next year.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROSTENKOWSKI

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RosTENKOWSKI moves that the House
recede from disagreement and concur in the
Senate Amendment No. 1 with the following
amendment: At the end of the Senate
amendment insert the following:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
this joint resolution, the Committee on
Ways and Means is directed to report to the
House of Representatives legislation provid-
ing for payment of an alternative minimum
corporate tax by corporations based upon
the broadest feasible definition of income to
assure that all of those with economic
income pay their fair share of taxes: Provid-
ed, That, the Committee on Ways and
Means shall report such legislation prior to
October 1, 1986.”

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the motion be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will
report the second amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 2: Page 1, after
line 7, insert:

SEC. 3. DEFICIT REDUCTION PROCEDURES.

fa) SHorRT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the “Balanced Budget and Emergen-
cy Deficit Control Act of 1985”,

(b) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET.—

(1) ONE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET REQUIRED ANNUALLY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 310 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended—

i) by striking out all beginning with “Skc.
310. (a)” through ‘‘necessary—" in the
matter preceding paragraph (1) of subsec-
tion (a) and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. 310. (a) IN GENERAL—AnNY concur-
rent resolution on the budget considered
under section 301 or section 304 for a fiscal
year shall, to the extent necessary—"; and

fii) by striking out subsection (b) and re-
designating subsection (c) as subsection (bl

(B) CONFORMING CHANGES,—

(i) The table of contents in subsection (b)
of section 1 of the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 is amend-
ed—

(I) by striking out “Adoption of first con-
current resolution” in the item relating to
section 301 and inserting in lieu thereof
;u_mm.m.t adoption of concurrent resolu-

ion’;

(II) by striking out “First concurrent reso-
lution” in the item relating to section 303
and inserting in lieu thereof “Concurrent
resolution’; and

(III) by striking out “Second required con-
current resolution and reconciliation™ in
the item relating to section 310 and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “Reconciliation”.

fii) Paragraph (4) of section 3 of such Act
is amended—

(I) by edding “and” after the semicolon at
the end of subparagraph (A);

(II) by striking out subparagraph (B); and

30127

(II1) by striking out “IC) any other” and
inserting in lieu thereof “(B) a".

fiii) Section 300 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 is amended—

(1) by striking out “first” in the item relat-
ing to April 15 and in the second item relat-
ing to May 15; and

(II) by striking out the ilems relating to
September 15 and September 25.

fiv)(I) The heading of section 301 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amend-
ed to read as follows;

“ANNUAL ADOPTION OF CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION™.

(IT) Section 301(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out “the first concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget” in the first sentence and
inserting in lieu thereof “a concurrent reso-
lution on the budget”.

(III) Section 301(b) of such Act is amend-
ed—

faa) by striking out “first concurrent reso-
lution on the budget” in the malter preced-
ing paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu
thereof “concurrent resolution on the budget
referred to in subsection (a)”; and

fbb) in paragraph (1) by striking out all
beginning with “the concurrent resolution”
through “both” the second place it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof “the Congress
has completed action on any reconciliation
bill or reconciliation resolution, or both, re-
quired by such concurrent resolution to be
reported in accordance with section 310(b)”.

(IV) Section 301(d) of such Act is amended
by striking out “first” each place it appears.
Edrw Section 301fe) of such Act is amend-

faa) by striking out “set for” in paragraph
(I,:d and inserting in lieu thereof “set forth”;
a

fbb) by striking out “first concurrent reso-
lution on the budget” each place it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof “concurrent
resolution on the budget referred to in sub-
section (a)".

fv) Section 302(c) of such Act is amended
by striking out “or 310",

fvi)(I) The heading of section 303 of such
Act is amended by striking out “FIRST".

(II) Section 303(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out “first concurrent resolution
on the budget” in the matter following para-
graph (4) and inserting in lieu thereof “con-
current resolution on the budget referred to
in section 301(a)™.

fvii) Section 304 of such Act is amended—

(I) by striking out "‘first concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget” and inserting in lieu
thereof “concurrent resolution on the budget
referred lo in section 301/a)”; and
30.‘1!{} by striking out “pursuant to section

fviii)(I) Section 305(a)(3) is amended by
striking out ‘first concurrent resolution on
the budget” and inserting in lieu thereof
“concurrent resolution on the budget re-
JSerred to in section 301(a)”.
edrHJ Section 305(b) of such Act is amend-

faa) in paragraph (1) by striking out *“,
except that” and all that follows through “15
hours”; and

fbb) in paragraph (3) by striking out “first
concurrent resolution on the budget” and
inserting in lieu thereof “concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget referred to in section
301(a)”.

fix) Section 308(a)(2)(A) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘first concurrent
resolution on the budget” and inserting in
lieu thereof “concurrent resolution on the
budget referred to in section 301fa)".
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fx) Paragraph (1) of section 309 of such
Act is amended by striking out “, and other
than the reconciliation bill for such year, if
required to be reported under section
3101c)",

fxi) Section 310(f) of such Act is amended
by striking out “subsection (a)" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “301(a)”.

dr::ii) Section 311(a) of such Act is amend-
eaq—

(I) by striking out “310fa)” the first place
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“301fa)”; and

(II) by striking out “310¢c)” and inserting
in lieu thereof “310(b)".

2) MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNTS.—

(A) ANNUAL CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET.—

(i) PoiNT OF ORDER.—Section 301 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amend-
ed by redesignating subsections (c), (d), and
fe) as subsections (d), (e), and (f), respective-
ly, and inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection.

“fc) Maximum DEFICIT AMOUNT MaY NoTr BE
EXCEEDED.—

“f1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
it shall not be in order in either the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider or
adopt any concurrent resolution on the
budget for a fiscal year under this section,
or to consider or adopt any amendment to
such a concurrent resolution, or to consider
or adopt a conference report on such a con-
current resolution, if the level of total
budget outlays for such fiscal year that is set
forth in such concurrent resolution or con-
ference report (or that would result from the
adoption of such amendment), exceeds the
recommended level of Federal revenues for
that year by an amount that is greater than
the marimum deficit amount specified for
such fiscal year in section 3(7).

“(2) Paragraph (1) of this subsection shall
not apply to any fiscal year for which a dec-
laration of war has been enacted.”,

(ii) CONFORMING CHANGES.—

(1) Section 301(a)(6) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking out “subsection (e)” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “subsection (f)".

(II) Section 301(e) of such Act, as redesig-
nated by clause (i) of this subparagraph, is
amended by inserting ; and when so report-
ed such concurrent resolution shall comply
with the requirement described in para-
graph (1) of subsection (c¢), unless such para-
graph does not apply to such fiscal year by
reason of paragraph (2) of such subsection”
after “October 1 of such year” in the second
sentence thereof.

(B) PERMISSIBLE REVISIONS OF CONCURRENT
RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDGET.—Section 304 of
such Act is amended—

(i) by inserting “fa) IN GENERAL.—" after
“SEc. 304.”; and

fii) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection.

“fb) Maximum DEFicIT AMOUNT MaY NoT BE
EXCEEDED,—

“(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
it shall not be in order in either the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider or
adoplt any concurrent resolution on the
budget for a fiscal year under this seclion,
or to consider or adopt any amendment to
such a concurrent resolution, or to consider
or adopt a conference report on such a con-
current resolution, if the level of total
budget outlays for such fiscal year that is set
forth in such concurrent resolution or con-
ference report (or that would result from the
adoption of such amendment), exceeds the
recommended level of Federal revenues for
that year by an amount that is greater than
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the marimum deficit amount specified for
such fiscal year in section 3(7).

“t2) Paragraph (1) of this subsection shall
not apply to any fiscal year for which a dec-
laration of war has been enacted.”.

fC) DerFiNrTTONS.—Section 3 of the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(6) The term ‘deficit’ means, wilh respect
to any fiscal year, the amount by which
total budget outlays for such fiscal year
exceed total revenues for such fiscal vear.
For purposes of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the
receipts of the Federal Old-Age and Survi-
vors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal
Disability Insurance Trust Fund for a fiscal
yvear, and the tares payable under sections
1401(a), 3101(a), and 3111(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 during such fiscal
yvear, shall be included in fotal revenues for
such fiscal year, and the disbursements of
either such Trust Fund for such fiscal year
shall be included in total budget outlays for
such fiscal year.

“{7) The term ‘maximum deficit amount’
means—

“fA) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1985, $180,000,000,000;

“{B) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1986, $144,000,000,000;

“fC) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1987, $108,600,000,000;

“{D) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1988, $72,000,000,000;

“AE) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1989, $36,000,000,000; and

“(F) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1990, zero.”.

(3) RECONCILIATION.—

(A) ANNUAL CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET.—

fi) DIRECTIONS TO COMMITTEES.—Section
301(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 fas  amended by  paragraph
(1)(B)iv)(III) of this subsection) is further
amended—

(I) by striking out “may also require” in
the matter preceding paragraph (1) and in-
serting in lieu thereof “shall also, to the
e{n:&ent necessary to comply with subsection

] b

(II) by inserting “require” after the para-
graph designation in paragraph (1);

(II1) by inserting “require” after the para-
graph designation in paragraph (2); and

(IV) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and
(2) as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively,
and inserting before paragraph (2) (as 80 re-
designated) the following new paragraph.

“(1) specify and direct any combination of
the matters described in paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3) of section 310fal)”.

(ii) CONFORMING CHANGES,—

(1) Section 310(a) of such Act is amended—

faa) by inserting “or” at the end of para-
graph (2);

(bb) by striking out ‘C or” at the end of
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof a
period; and

fee) by striking out paragraph (4).

(1I) Section 310(d) of such Act is amended
by striking out “subsection (¢)” and all that
Jfollows through “year” and inserting in lieu
thereof “subsection (b) with respect to a con-
current resolution on the budget adopted
under section 301(a) not later than June 15
of each year”.

(II1) Subsections fe) and (f) of section 310
of such Act are amended by striking out
“subsection (c)” each place it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof “subsection (b)".
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(IV) Section 300 of such Act is amended by
inserting immediately after the second item
relating to May 15 the following new item.
“June 15 Cong completes
action on reconcilia-
tion bill or resolution,
or both, implementing
annual required con-
current resolulion.”.

(B) PERMISSIBLE REVISIONS OF CONCURRENT
RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDGET.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Seclion 304(a) of such Act
(as redesignated by paragraph (2)(B)(i) of
this subsection) is amended by adding after
the period the following new sentence: “Any
concurrent resolution adopted under this
section shall specify and direct any combi-
nation of the matters described in para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 310(a) to
the extent necessary to comply with subsec-
tion (b).”.

fii) CONFORMING CHANGE.—Section 310/d)
of such Act (as amended by subparagraph
(A)INIT) of this paragraph) is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Sfollowing new sentence: “Congress shall
complete action on any reconciliation bill
or reconciliation resolution reported under
subsection (b) with respect to a concurrent
resolution on the budget adopted under sec-
tion 304(a) not later than 30 days after the
adoption of the concurrent resolution.”.

(4) LIMITATION ON AMENDMENTS.—

fA) CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON THE
BUDGET.—

i) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.—Section
305(a)(6) of such Act is amended—

(I) by inserting “(A)” after the paragraph
designation; and

(II) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

“fBJ)(i) No amendment that would have
the effect of increasing any specific budget
outlays above the level of such outlays set
forth in a concurrent resolution on the
budget, or of reducing any specific Federal
revenues below the level of such revenues set
Jorth in such concurrent resolution, shall be
in order unless such amendment ensures
that the amount of the deficit for any fiscal
year set forth in such concurrent resolution
is nol increased, by making at least an
equivalent reduction in other specific
budget outlays or at least an equivalent in-
crease in other specific Federal revenues, or
atl least any combination thereof.

“fii) Clause (i) of this subparagraph shall
not apply to any fiscal year for which a dec-
laration of war has been enacted.”.

fii) SENATE.—Section 305(b)(2) of such Act
is amended—

fI) by inserting “(A)" before the paragraph
designation, and

(II) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

“tB)fi) No amendment that would have
the effect of increasing any specific budget
outlays above the level of such outlays set
forth in a concurrent resolution on the
budget, or of reducing any specific Federal
revenues below the level of such revenues set
Sforth in such concurrent resolution, shall be
in order unless such amendment ensures
that the amount of the deficit for any fiscal
year set forth in the concurrent resolution is
not increased, by making at least an equiva-
lent reduction in other specific budget out-
lays or at least an equivalent increase in
other specific Federal revenues, or at least
any equivalent combination thereof.

“fii) Clause (i) of this subparagraph shall
not apply to any fiscal year for which a dec-
laration of war has been enacted.”,
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(B) RECONCILIATION BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS.—Section 310 of such Act is amended
by inserting after subsection (b) (as redesig-
nated by paragraph (1)(A)(ii) of this subsec-
tion) the following new subsection:

“fc) LIMITATION ON AMENDMENTS TO RECON-
CILIATION BILLS AND RESOLUTTONS.—

“(1) It shall not be in order in either the
House of Representatives or the Senate to
consider any amendment lo a reconciliation
bill or reconciliation resolution if such
amendment would have the effect of increas-
ing any specific budgetl outlays above the
level of such outlays provided in the bill or
resolution, or would have the effect of redue-
ing any specific Federal revenues below the
level of such revenues provided in the bill or
resolution, unless such amendment ensures
that the amount of the deficit for any fiscal
year set forth in the most recently agreed to
concurrent resolution on the budgel is not
exceeded, by making at least an equivalent
reduction in other specific budget outlays or
at least an equivalent increase in other spe-
cific Federal revenues, or al least any equiv-
alent combination thereof, except thal a
motion to strike a provision shall always be
in order.

“f2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any
fiscal year for which a declaration of war
has been enacted.”.

{5) ENFORCEMENT.—

fA) ALLOCATIONS OF BUDGET AUTHORITY AND
OUTLAYS.—

(i) REPORTING DATE FOR ALLOCATIONS.—Sec-
tion 302(b) of such Act is amended by strik-
ing out “Each such committee shall prompt-
ly report™ in the last sentence and inserting
in lieu thereof “Each such commiltee,
within ten days of session after the concur-
rent resolution is agreed to, shall report™.

(ii) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider any bill or resolution, or
amendment thereto, providing—

fI) new budget authority for any fiscal
year;

(II) new spending authorily described in
section 401(c)2)(C) of the Congressional
Budget Act first effective in any fiscal year;
or

(III) direct loan authority, primary loan

guarantee authorily, or secondary loan
guarantee authority for any fiscal year;
within the jurisdiction of any commillee
which has received an allocation of budget
authority or new spending authorily de-
scribed in section 401(c)i2)(C) pursuant to
section 302(a) of the Congressional Budgel
Act for a fiscal year, unless and until such
committee makes the allocation or subdivi-
sions required by section 302(b) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act, in connection with
the most recently agreed to concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for such fiscal year.

fiii) ALLOCATIONS MADE BINDING.—Section
311 of such Act is a ded by redesi ting
subsections (a) and (b) as subseclions (b)
and (c), respectively, and inserting immedi-
ately after “SEc. 311" the following new sub-
section.

“fa) LEGIsLaTION SUBJECT TO POINT OF
ORDER AFTER ADOPTION OF ANNUAL CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET.—

“f1) IN GENERAL.—Al any time after the
Congress has completed action on the con-
current resolution on the budget required to
be reported under section 301fa) for a fiscal
year, it shall not be in order in either the
House of Representalives or the Senate—

“fA) to consider any bill or resolution (in-
cluding a conference report thereon), or any
amendment to a bill or resolution, that pro-
vides for budgel outlays or new budget au-
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thority in excess of the appropriate alloca-
tion of such outlays or authorily reported
under section 302(b) in connection with the
most recently agreed to concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for such fiscal year; or

“{B) to consider any bill or resolution fin-
cluding a conference report thereon), or any
amendment to a bill or resolution, that pro-
vides new spending authority described in
section 401ic)i2)iC) to become effective
during such fiscal year, if the amount of
budget outlays or new budget authority that
would be reguired for such year if such bill
or resolution were enacted without change
or such amendment were adopted would
exceed the appropriate allocation of budget
outlays or new budget authority reported
under section 302(b) in connection with the
most recently agreed to concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for such fiscal year,
unless such bill, resolution, or amendment
was favorably reported by the Commillee on
Appropriations of the House involved under
section 401rb)(2) along with a certification
that if such bill, resolution, or amendment is
enacted or adopted, the commiltee will
reduce appropriations or take any other ac-
tions necessary to assure that the enactment
or adoption of such bill, resolution, or
amendment will not result in a deficit for
such fiscal year in excess of the marimum
deficit amount specified for such fiscal year
in section 3(7).

“f2) ALTERATION OF 362(b) ALLOCATIONS.—AL
any time after a committee reports the allo-
cations required to be made under section
302(b), such commitiee may report lo ils
House an alteration of such allocations:
Provided, That any alteration of such allo-
cations must be consistent with any actions
already taken by its House on legislation
within the commitlee’s jurisdiction.

“t3) ExcerrionN.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to any fiscal year for which a declara-
tion of war has been enacted.”.

(B) MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNT MAY NOT BE
EXCEEDED.—Section 311(b) of such Act, as re-
designated by subparagraph (A)(ii) of this
subsection, is amended by inserting before
the period at the end thereof the following:
“or would cause the levels of deficits set
forth in such concurrent resolution to be ex-
ceeded, or would otherwise result in a deficit
Jor such fiscal year that erceeds the maxi-
mum deficit amount specified for such fiscal
vear in section 3(7) (except to the extent that
paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of section
310 does not apply by reason of paragraph
(2) of such subsection)"”.

fC) REPORTING REQUIREMENT EXTENDED TO
CONFERENCE REPORTS.—Section 308(a) of such
Act is amended by striking out “the report
accompanying that bill or resolution” in the
matter preceding paragraph (1) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: “or when-
ever a conference report is filed in either
House, the report accompanying that bill or
resolution or the statement of managers ac-
companying that conference report”.

fc) BUDGET SUBMITTED BY THE PRESIDENT.—

(1) MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNT MAY NOT BE
EXCEEDED.—Section 1105 of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection.

“6f)(1) The budget transmitted pursuant to
subsection (a) for a fiscal year shall be pre-
pared on the basis of the best estimates then
available, in such a manner as to ensure
that the deficit for such fiscal year shall not
exceed the marimum deficit amount speci-
fied for such fiscal year in section 3(7) of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974; and the President shall
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the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Conirol Act of 1985 as is necessary to ensure
that the deficit for such fiscal year does not
exceed such marimum deficit amount.

“(2) Subject to paragraph (3) of this sub-
section, the deficit sel forth in the budget so
transmitled for any fiscal year shall not
exceed the marimum deficil amount speci-
fied for such fiscal year in section 3(7) of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, with budget outlays and
Federal revenues at such levels as the Presi-
gl?'t may consider most desirable and feasi-

“(3) Paragraph (2) shall not apply with re-
spect to any fiscal yvear for which a declara-
tion of war has been enacted.”.

f2) REVISIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL SUMMA-
RIES.—Section 1106 of title 31, Uniled Stales
Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“fe) Subsection (f) of section 1105 shall
apply to revisions and supplemental sum-
maries submitted under this section to the
same extent that such subsection applies to
the budget submitted under section 1105/a)
to which such revisions and summaries
relate,”.

fd) EMERGENCY POWERS To ELIMINATE DEFI-
crrs N Excess oF MaxiMmum DEFICIT
AMOUNTS.—

f1) REPORTING OF DEFICITS IN EXCESS OF
MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Office
of Management and Budget and the Director
of the Congressional Budget Office (hereaf-
ter in this section referred to as “the Direc-
tors”) shall, with respect to any fiscal year
(1) estimate the levels of total revenues and
budget outlays that may be anticipated for
such fiscal year, (II) determine whether the
deficit for such fiscal year will exceed the
marimum deficit amount for such fiscal
vear and whether such excess is statistically
significant, and (III) estimate the rate of
real economic growth that will occur during
such fiscal year and the rate of economic
growth that will occur during each quarter
of such fiscal year. The Directors jointly
shall report to the President and to the Con-
gress on November 1 of such fiscal year fin
the case of the fiscal year beginning October
1, 1985) and on the September 25 preceding
each such fiscal year (in the case of any suc-
ceeding fiscal year), identifying the amount
of any excess, stating whether such excess is
statistically significant, specifying the esti-
mated rate of real economic growth for such
fiscal year and for each quarter of such
fiscal year, and specifying the percentages
by which automatic spending increases and
controllable expenditures shall be reduced
during such fiscal year in order to eliminate
any such ercess. In the event that the Direc-
tors are unable to agree on an amount to be
set forth with respect to any item in any
such report, the amount set forth for such
item in such report shall be the average of
the amounts proposed by each of them with
respect to such item.

(B) ExceprrionN.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply to any fiscal year for which a dec-
laration of war has been enacted.

(2) PRESIDENTIAL ORDER.—

(A) CONTENTS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Upon receipt of any report
Jrom the Directors under paragraph (1) of
this subsection which identifies a statisti-
cally significant amount by which the defi-
cit for a fiscal year will exceed the maxi-
mum deficit amount for such fiscal year, the
President shall eliminate the full amount of

take such action under subsection (d)(2) of

the deficit excess by issuing an order that—
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(1) subject to clauses (ii), (iii), and (iv) of
this subparagraph, and notwithstanding the
Impoundment Control Act of 1974, elimi-
nates one-half of such excess by modifying
or suspending the operation of each provi-
sion of Federal law that would (but for such
order) regquire an aulomatic spending in-
crease to lake effect during such fiscal year,
in such a manner as lo reduce by a uniform
percentage (bul not below zero) the amount
of outlay increase under each such provi-
sion, and

(11) subject to clauses (ii), (iii), and (iv) of
this subparagraph, eliminates one-half of
such excess by sequestering from each affect-
ed program, project, or activily (as defined
in the most recently enacted relevant appro-
priations Acts and accompanying commil-
tee reports) or from each affected account if
not so defined, for funds provided in annual
appropriations Acts or, otherwise from each
budget account, such amounts of budget au-
thority, obligation limitation, other budget-
ary resources, and loan limitation, and by
adjusting payments provided by the Federal
Government, lo the extenl necessary lo
reduce the outlays for each controllable ex-
penditure by a uniform percentage: Provid-
ed, That any periodic payments to individ-
uals or families which are in the nature of
income support, supplementation, or assist-
ance (including payments made pursuant to
section 32 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 as amended or pursuant to chapter 11
or 13 of title 38, United States Code) and
which are paid to such individuals or fami-
lies directly by the United States for by a
person or entily acting as an agent of the
United States) shall not be reduced pursuant
to this subclause to a level which is lower
than the level that would be payable in the
absence of this subclause, bul in the case of
compensation, pursuant to chapter 11 or 13
of title 38, United States Code, a cost-of-
living adjustment enacted into law {fo
become effective in the fiscal year that is the
first fiscal year to which the order described
in this clause applies shall be treated as an
automatically-indexed program for purposes
of subclause (i) of this clause;
and shall transmit to both Houses of the
Congress a message—

(III) identifying—

faa) the total amount and the percentage
by which automatic spending increases are
to be reduced under subclause (I) of this
clause;

(bb) the total amount of budget authorily,
obligation limitations, loan limitations,
and other budgetary resources which is to be
sequestered wunder subclause (II) of this
clause with respect to controllable expendi-
tures;

fee) the amount of budget authority, obli-
gation limitations, loan limitations, and
other budgetary resources which is to be se-
questered with respect to each such control-
lable expenditure in order to reduce it by the
required percentage; and

(dd) the account, department, or establish-
ment of the Government to which each
amount of budget authority, obligation limi-
tations, loan limilations, and other budget-
ary resources described in subclause (II) of
this clause would be available for obliga-
tion; and

(IV) providing full supporting details with

respect to each action to be taken under sub-
clause (I) or (II) of this clause.
Upon receipt in the Senate and the House of
Representatives, the message shall be re-
ferred to all committees with jurisdiction
over programs, projects, or activities affect-
ed by it
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(ii) ExceprionN.—If, in order to reduce by
one-half the amount by which the deficit for
a fiscal year exceeds the marimum deficit
amount for such fiscal year, actions under
clause (i)(I) would require the reduction of
automatic spending increases below zero,
then, in order not to require such reductions
below zero, the remaining amount shall be
achieved through further uniform reduc-
tions under clause (i)(II).

(iii) LimrraTioN.—No action taken by the
President under subclause (I) or (II) of
clause (i) shall have the effect of eliminating
any program, project, or activity of the Fed-
eral Government.

fiv) LiMITATION.—Any automatic spending
increases modified or suspended, or any
amounts of budget authority, obligation
limitation, other budgetary resources, or
loan limitations sequestered by an order of
the President under this Act are permanent-
ly cancelled, and the legal rights, if any, of
persons to receive such automatic spending
increases shall be deemed to be extinguished
to the extent that the operation of laws pro-
viding for such increases are modified or
suspended by such an order.

fv) Nothing in subclause (I) or (II) of
clause (i) shall be construed to give the
President new authority to alter the relative
priorilies in the Federal budget that are es-
tablished by law, and no person who is, or
becomes, eligible for benefils under any pro-
vision of law shall be denied eligibility by
reason of this section.

(B) DATE ISSUED,—

(i) POSITIVE REAL ECONOMIC GROWTH.—If the
estimate of real economic growth set forth
in a report transmilted under paragraph (1)
of this subsection is zero or grealer, the
President shall issue the order required to be
issued under this subsection pursuant to
such report not later than 14 days after
transmittal of such report.

(ii) NEGATIVE REAL ECONOMIC GROWTH.—If
the estimate of real economic growth sel
Jorth in a report transmitied under para-
graph (1) of this subseclion is less than zero
with respect to such fiscal year or with re-
spect to each of any two consecutive quar-
ters of such fiscal year, the President shall
issue the order required to be issued under
this subsection pursuant to such report not
later than 30 days after transmittal of such
report.

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE,—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except to the extent that
it is superseded by a reconciliation bill or
reconciliation resolution enacted or adopted
under paragraph (3) of this subsection, an
order issued pursuant to this paragraph
shall become effective 30 days after its issu-
ance. Any modification or suspension by
such order of the operation of a provision of
law that would (but for such order) require
an automatic spending increase to take
effect during a fiscal year shall apply for the
one-year period beginning with the date on
which such automatic increase would have
taken effect during such fiscal year rbut for
such order).

(ii) WITHHOLDING OF BUDGET AUTHORITY FOR
THIRTY-DAY PERIOD.—During the 30-day
period referred to in clause (i), the President
shall withhold from obligation the amounts
that would have been suspended or seques-
tered under such order with respect to such
30-day period if the order issued pursuant to
this paragraph had become effective on the
date of its issuance. If a reconciliation bill
or reconciliation resolution enacted or
adopted under paragraph (3) of this subsec-
tion becomes law on or before the last day of
such 30-day period, amounts withheld from
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obligation pursuant to the preceding sen-
tence shall be made available for obligation
to the extent permiltied by such reconcilia-
tion bill or reconciliation resolution. If such
a reconciliation bill or reconciliation reso-
lution does not become law during such
period, the budget authority withheld from
obligation under the first sentence of this
clause shall be permanently cancelled as de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(A)(iv) of this sub-
section.

(D) PROPOSAL OF ALTERNATIVES.—A message
transmitted pursuant to this paragraph
with respect to a fiscal year may be accom-
panied by a proposal setting forth in full
detail alternative ways lo reduce the deficit
Jor such fiscal year to an amount not greal-
er than the marimum deficit amount for
such fiscal year. Upon receipt in the Senatle
and the House of Representatives, the mes-
sage and any accompanying proposal shall
be referred to all committees with jurisdic-
tion over programs, projects, or activities as-
Jected by it.

(3) CONGRESSIONAL ACTION.—

(A) REPORTING OF CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS
AND RECONCILIATION BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 10 days
after issuance of an order by the President
under paragraph (2) with respect to a fiscal
vear, the Committee on the Budget of the
House of Representalives and the Senate
may report to its House a concurrent resolu-
tion. The concurrent resolution may affirm
the impact of the order issued under para-
graph (2), in whole or in part. To the extent
that any part of the order is not affirmed,
the concurrent resolution shall state which
parts are not affirmed and shall contain in-
structions lo committees of the House and
the Senate of the type referred to in section
310(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, sufficient to achieve at least the total
level of deficit reduction contained in those
sections which are not affirmed.

(ii) RESPONSE OF COMMITTEES.—Committees
instructed pursuant to clause (i) of this sub-
paragraph, or affected thereby, shall submit
their responses to their respective Budget
Committees no later than 10 days after the
conference report on the concurrent resolu-
tion referred to in clause (i) is agreed fo in
both Houses, except that if in either House
only one such Commitlee i3 80 instructed
such Commitlee shall, by the same date,
report to its House a reconciliation bill or
reconciliation resolution containing its rec-
ommendations in response to such instruc-
tions. A committee shall be considered to
have complied with all instructions to it
pursuant to a concurrent resolution adopted
under clause (i) if it has made recommenda-
tions with respect to matters within its ju-
risdiction which would result in a reduction
in the deficit at least equal to the total re-
duction directed by such instructions.

(iii) BUDGET COMMITTEE AcTioN.—Upon re-
ceipt of the recommendations received in re-
sponse to a concurrent resolution referred to
in clause (i) of this subparagraph, the
Budget Commitlee of each House shall
report o its respective House a reconcilia-
tion bill or reconciliation resolution, or
both, carrying out all such recommenda-
tions without any substantive revisions. In
the event that a committee instructed in a
concurrent resolution referred to in clause
fi) fails to submit any recommendation (or,
when only one committee is instructed, fails
to report a reconciliation bill or resolution)
in response to such instructions, the Budget
Committee of the relevant House shall in-
clude in the reconciliation bill or reconcilia-
tion resolution reported pursuant to this
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clause legislative language within the juris-
diction of the noncomplying committee to
achieve the amount of deficit reduction di-
rected in such instructions.

fiv) POINT OR ORDER.—IL shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider or agree to any bill or res-
olution reported under clause (iii) with re-
spect to a fiscal year, any amendment there-
to, or any conference report thereon if—

(I) the enactment of such bill or resolution
as reported;

(II) the adoption and enacltment of such
amendment; or

(IIT) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in such con-
ference report;

would cause the amount of the deficit for
such fiscal year Lo exceed the amount of the
deficit set forth in the most recently agreed
to concurrent resolution on the budget for
such fiscal year or the maximum deficit
amount for such fiscal year, unless the
report submitted under paragraph (1)(A)
projects negative real economic growth for
such fiscal year, or for each of any two con-
seculive quarters during such fiscal year.

(v) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN AMENDMENTS.—AnN
amendment which adds to a concurrent res-
olution reported under clause (i) an instruc-
tion of the type referred to in such clause
shall be in order during the consideration of
such resolution if such amendment would be
in order but for the fact that it would be
held to be non-germane on the basis that the
instruction constilutes new matter.

fvi) DEFINITION.—For purposes of clauses
(i) and (ii), the term “day” shall mean any
calendar day on which either House of the
Congress is in session.

(B) PROCEDURES.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcepl as provided in sub-
clause (ii), the provisions of sections 305
and 310 of the Congressional Budgel Act of
1974 for the consideralion of concurrent res-
olutions on Lthe budget and conference re-
ports thereon shall also apply to consider-
ation of concurrent resolutions, and recon-
ciliation bills and reconciliation resolutions
reported under this paragraph and confer-
ence reports thereon.

(ii) LimrT ON DEBATE.—Debate in the Senate
on any concurrent resolution reported pur-
suant to subclause (i) of subparagraph (4),
and all amendments thereto and debatable
motions and appeals in connection there-
with, shall be limited to 10 hours.

(iii) LIMITATION ON AMENDMENTS.—Seclion
310(c) of such Act (as added by subsection
(b)(4)(B) of this section) shall apply to rec-
onciliation bills and reconciliation resolu-
tions reported under this paragraph.

fiv) COMPLIANCE WITH INSTRUCTIONS.—Sec-
tion 310 of the Congressional Budgel Act of
1974 is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new subsection:

“fg) CoMPLIANCE WITH RECONCILIATION Dr-
RECTIONS.—Any committee of a House of the
Congress that is directed, pursuant to a con-
current resolution on the budget to recom-
mend changes of the type described in para-
graphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a) with re-
spect to laws within its jurisdiction, shall be
deemed to have complied with such direc-
tions—

“r1) if—

“(A) the amount of the changes of the type
described in paragraph (1) of such subsec-
tion recommended by such committee, and

“({B) the amount of the changes of the type
described in paragraph (2) of such subsec-
tion recommended by such committee,
do not exceed or fall below the amount of the
changes such commiitee was directed by
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such concurrent resolution to recommend
under such paragraph by more than 20 per-
cent of the total of the amounts of the
changes such commitiee was directed to
make under both such paragraphs; and

“f2) if the total amount of the changes rec-
ommended by such commillee is not less
than the total of the amounts of the changes
such commitlee was directed to make under
both such paragraphs.”.

(4) DerFinrrions.—For purposes of this sub-
section.

(A) The term ‘“automatic spending in-
crease” shall include all Federal programs
indexed directly, whether appropriated or
contained in current law. This shall not in-
clude increases in Government expenditlures
due to changes in program participalion
rates. Such term shall not include any in-
crease in benefits payable under the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance program
established under title II of the Social Secu-
rity Act.

(B) The term ‘budget outlays” has the
meaning given to such term in section 3(1)
of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974.

fC) The term “concurrent resolution on
the budget” has the meaning given to such
term in section 3(4) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974,

D) The term “deficit” has the meaning
given to such term in section 3(6) of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974.

(E) The term “marimum deficit amount”
has the meaning given lo such term in sec-
tion 3(7) of the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974.

(F) The term “real economic growth"
means, with respect to a fiscal year, the
nominal growth in the production of goods
and services during such fiscal year, adjust-
ed for inflation.

(G) The term “controllable expenditures”
means total budget outlays for any account,
or any program, projecl, or activity enumer-
ated by annual appropriation Acts and by
applicable committee reports, except those
described in subparagraph (A) and except
outlays for benefils payable under the old-
age, survivors, and disabilily insurance pro-
gram established under title IT of the Social
Security Act, outlays due to increases in pro-
gram participation rales, outlays for prior-
vear obligations, and outlays for interest on
the public debt. Such term shall also include
JSunds for eristing contracts unless—

(i) penalty provisions in such contract
would produce a net loss to the Government;

or

(ii) reduction of the contract violates legal
obligations of the Government.

(H) The term “sequester” means the per-
mament cancellation of budget authority,
obligation limitations, other budgetary re-
sources, or loan limitations, to the extent
necessary to reduce each controllable ex-
penditure by a uniform percentage.

(I) The term “other budgetary resources"”
means unobligated balances, reimburse-
ments, receipts credited lo an account, and
recoveries of prior-year obligations.

(J) The amount by which the deficit for a
fiscal year exceeds the maximum deficit
amount for such fiscal year shall be trealed
as “statistically significant” if the amount
of such excess is greater than 5 percent of
such marimum deficit amount. For pur-
poses of the fiscal year beginning October 1,
1985, the preceding sentence shall be applied
by substituting “7" for “5".

(e) BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF SOCIAL SECU-
RITY TRUST FUNDS.—
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(1) FISCAL YEARS 1986 THROUGH 1992.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 710 of the Social
Security Act (as added by paragraph (1) of
subsection (a) of section 346 of the Social
Securily Amendments of 1983) is amended—

fi) by striking out all beginning with “the”
the first place it appears down through “Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund, the” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “The

fii) by striking out "sec.'.lm 1401, 3101,
and 3111" and inserting in lieu thereof
“I1401(bJ, 3101(b), and 3111(b)"";

(iii) by redesignating all after the section
designation as subsection (b);

fiv) by inserting after the section designa-
tion the following:

“fa) The receipts and disbursements of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Disability Insurance
Trust Fund, and the tares imposed under
sections 1401(a), 3101(a), and 3111(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, shall not be
included in the totals of the budget of the
United States Government as submitted by
the President or of the congressional budget
and shall be exempt from any general budget
limitation imposed by stalule on expendi-
tures and net lending (budget outlays) of the
United States Government.”; and

(v) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection’

“fc) No provision of law enacted after the
date of the enactment of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (other than a provision of an appro-
priation Act that cppropriates funds author-
ized under the Social Securily Act as in
effect on the date of enactment of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985) may provide for payments
Jrom the general fund of the Treasury to the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability In-
surance Trust Fund, or for payments from
any such Trust Fund to the general fund of
the Treasury.”.

{B) ApprLicaTiON.—The amendments made
by subparagraph (A) shall apply with re-
spect to fiscal years beginning after Septem-
?e;z.'i@, 1985, and ending before Oclober 1,

992.

(2) FISCAL YEAR 1993 AND THEREAFTER.—Sec-
tion 710fa) of the Social Securily Act (42
U.S.C. 911 note), as amended by section
346rb) of the Social Security Amendments of
1983 (lo be effective with respect to fiscal
vears beginning after September 30, 1992) is

amended by—

(A) inserting "“(1)"” after the subsection des-
ignation, and

(B) adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph’

“t2) No provision of law enacted after the
date of the enaciment of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 fother than a provision of an appro-
priation Act that appropriates funds author-
ized under the Social Securily Act as in
effect on the date of enactment of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985) may provide for payments
Jrom the general fund of the Treasury to any
Trust Fund specified in paragraph (1) or for
payments from any such Trust Fund to the
general fund of the Treasury.”.

(f) BupGET Act WaIVERS.—Section 904 of
the Congressional Budget Act is amended—

(1) by striking out subsection (b) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following new sub-
sectlion.

“fb) Except as provided in subsection (c),
any proviaion of title III or IV may be

d or ded in the Senate by a ma-
Jjority vote of the Members voting, a quorum
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being present, or by the unanimous consent
of the Senate.”; and

(2) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (dJ), and inserting after subsection
b) the following new subsection:

“fc) The provisions of section 305(b)(2)
and section 306 of this Act may be waived or
suspended in the Senate and the House of
Representaives only by the affirmative vote
of three-fifths of the Members of that House
duly chosen and sworn. ",

(g) OTHER WAIVERS AND SUSPENSIONS.—The
provisions of the Balanced Budgel and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 may
be waived or suspended in the Senate and
the House only by the affirmative vote of
three-fifths of the Members of that House
duly chosen and sworn.

(h) SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET ESTIMATES.—Sec-
tion 1106 of title 31, United States Code, is
amended by sitriking out “July 16" each
place il appears and inserting in lieu there-
of “September 16”.

i) PoINT OF ORDER.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, it shall not be in
order in the Senate or House of Representa-
tives lo consider any reconciliation bill or
reconciliation resolution reporterd pursuant
to a concurrent resolution on the budget
agreed to under section 301 or 304 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, or any
amendment thereto, or conference report
thereon that contains recommendations
with respect to the Federal Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance Trust Fund or the Federal
Disabilily Insurance Trust Fund, with re-
spect to revenues atiributable to the laxes
imposed under sections I1401(a), 3101fa),
and 3111(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954, or with respect to the old-age, survi-
vors, and disabilily insurance program es-
tablished under title II of the Social Security
Act.

(j) APPLICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcept as provided in
paragraphs (2) and (3), this section and the
amendments made by this section shall
become effective on the date of the enact-
ment of this section and shall apply with re-
spect to fiscal years beginning after Septem-
ber 30, 1985, and before October 1, 1991.

(2) ExcerrioNn.—The amendments made by
subsections (b)(1), (b)2)(A), (bI3)A),
b)(5)(A)1), fe) of this section shall apply
with respect to fiscal years beginning after
September 30, 1986, and before Oclober 1,
1991.

f3) OASDI TRUST FUNDS.—The amendments
made by subsection f(e) shall apply as pro-
vided in such subsection.

fk) The provisions of this Act, other than
those relating to the activities of the erecu-
tive branch, are enacled by the Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives and the
Senate, respectively, and as such they shall
be considered as part of the rules of each
House, respectively, or of that House to
which they specifically apply, and such rules
shall supersede other rules only lo the extent
that they are inconsistent therewith; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change such
rules (so far as relaling lo such House) at
any time, in the same manner, and to the
same extent as in the case of any other rule
of such House.

1) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—IL is the sense of
the Senate that any funding reductions or
sequestering of controllable expenditures im-
plemented by the various Federal agencies
as a result of this Act shall be made uniform-
ly and shall not disproportionately be made
in the funding of programs largeted for
rural and lesser populated areas.
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fm) REPORT REQUIRED.—The Directors of
the Office of Management and Budget and
the Congressional Budget Office, and the
Secretary of the Treasury, shall jointly
report to the President and to the Commit-
tee on Finance and the Commitlee on Ways
and Means on the projected level of revenues
which would be raised by increased and im-
proved tar enforcement and collection
through audits, erxaminations, and other
methods designed to eliminale tax cheating
and increase revenue collections from indi-
viduals and corporations evading Federal
taxation. The report shall include an analy-
sis of measures which can be implemented
to increase voluntary compliance with tax
laws, including increased staff for taxpayer
assistance, speedier processing of returns,
improved information processing and col-
lection, and public education designed to in-
crease public trust and understanding of the
Internal Revenue Service enforcement ef-
Jorts. The report shall also include an esti-
mate of the level of increased exrpenditures
Jor Internal Revenue Service enforcement
and compliance efforts at which additional
expenditures would not yield additional rev-
enues of at least $2 of revenue for every $1
in expenditures. The report shall be issued
on an annual basis no later than the date on
which the President submits a proposed
budget for each fiscal year to the Congress.

(n) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CoOST-OF-LIVING
ADJUSTMENTS.—During the lime in which a
sequester order is in effect, any cost-of-living
adjustment for Social Security shall not
count as income for purposes of determining
Supplemental Securily Income payments or
payments from any other programs which
are offset as a consequence of cost-of-living
adjustments for Social Securily.

fo) Section 1105(c) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out “The" the first place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof “(1)
Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the™;

f2) by inserting “fother than action that
would require an increase in borrowing au-
thority or an increase in the limit imposed
by section 3101(b) of this title by more than
the applicable amount for the fiscal year for
which the budget is submitted)” after
“action” the first place it appears; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph:

“f2) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘applicable amount’ means—

“fA) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1986, $144,000,000,000;

“IB) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1987, $108,000,000,000;

“(C) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1988, $72,000,000,000;

“ID) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1989, $36,000,000,000; and

“IE) with respect lo the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1990, and each fiscal year
thereafter, zero.”.

(p)(1) In preparing any report required
under subsection (d)(1) for a fiscal year, the
Directors shall comply with this subsection.

(2) The Directors shall—

fA) examine—

(i) each contract with a total amount of
budget authority in erxcess of $20,000,000
under which outlays will be made in such
fiscal year to determine whether such con-
tract includes provisions for adjusting out-
lays in such fiscal year under such contract
as a result of inflation; and

fii) any other Government activity which
the Directors consider appropriate under
which outlays in such fiscal year will be in-
creased as a result of inflation; and
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(B) assume, in delermining the tolal
amount of outlays which will be made in
such fiscal year, that the adjustments for in-
NMation made in contracts described in
clause (i) of subparagraph (A) and activities
described in clause (ii) of such subpara-
graph will be made on the best available es-
timate of inflation for such fiscal year.

f3) In the event that the Directors are
unable to agree under paragraph (2) on an
amount of outlays with respect to any par-
ticular contract or activity, the Direclors
shall use the average of the amounts pro-
posed by each of them with respect to such
contract or activity.

fq) CommoprTy CREDIT CORPORATION LOANS
AND GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS.—Any con-
tract entered into after a sequester order has
been issued for the applicable fiscal year, by
which the Commodity Credit Corporation
and entities providing Federal guarantees
for student loans shall agree to make pay-
ments out of an entitlement account to any
person, lender or guarantee entity shall be
deemed to be controllable expenditures and
shall be subject to reduction under the Presi-
dential order, and any such contract shall
explicitly provide for such reduction for the
entire contractual period: Provided, That in
regard to commodity loans made by the
Commodity Credit Corporation to producers
or producer cooperatives for a commodity
produced in the same crop year, those loans
Jor the same commodity shall be subject to
the same terms and conditions: Provided
SJurther, That noncontract programs sup-
ported through the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration shall be deemed Lo be controllable
erpenditures and shall be subject to reduc-
tion in the same fashion as other programs
under the Presidential order: Provided fur-
ther, That programs supported through the
Commodity Credit Corporation shall be
deemed to be the reduction in the level of
commodily price support programs, sup-
ported through the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration, shall not exceed a uniform per-
centage of reduction specified for those pro-
grams in the sequester order.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that Senate amendment
No. 2 be considered as read and print-
ed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROSTENKOWSKI

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI moves that the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 2 and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:

TITLE II—DEFICIT REDUCTION PROCEDURES
SEC. 200. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CONTENTS.

fa) SHORT TrTLE.—This title may be cited
as the “Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985".

fb) TaBLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 200. Short title and table of contents.
PART A—CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET PROCESS
Subpart I—Congressional Budget

Sec. 201. Congressional budget.
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Subpart II—Amendments to Title IV of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974
Sec. 211. New spending authority.
Sec. 212. Credit authority.
Sec. 213. Description by Congressional
Budget Office.

Sec. 214. General Accounting Office study.
Subpart III—Additional Provisions to
I'mprove Budget Procedures

Sec, 221. Congressional Budget Office.
Sec. 222. Current services budget.
Sec, 223. Study of off-budget agencies.
Sec. 224. Changes in functional categories.
Sec. 225. Jurisdiction of Commiltlee on Govp-
ernment Operalions.
Sec. 226. Continuing study of congressional
budget process.
Sec. 227. Early election of commiittees of the
House.
Sec. 228. Rescissions and transfers in appro-
priation bills.
Subpart IV—Technical and Conforming
Amendments
Sec. 231. Table of contents.
Sec. 232. Additional technical and conform-
ing amendmenis.
PART B—BUDGET SUBMITTED BY THE
PRESIDENT
Sec. 241. Submission of President’s budgel;
marimum deficit amount may
not be exceeded.
Sec. 242. Supplemental budget estimates and
changes.
Sec. 243. Current services budget.
PArRT C—EMERGENCY POWERS TO ELIMINATE
Derrcrrs IN EXCESS OF MaxmMum DEFICIT
AMOUNT

Sec. 251. Reporting of excess deficits.
Sec, 252. Presidential order.
Sec. 253. Exempt programs and activities.
Sec. 254. Exceptions, limilations, and spe-
cial rules.
Sec. 255. Definitions.
PART D—BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF SOCIAL
Securiry TRUST FUNDS

Sec. 261. Treatment of trust funds.

PART E—MISCELLANEOUS AND RELATED
PROVISIONS

Sec. 271. Waivers and suspensions; rulemak-
ing powers.

Sec. 272. Recessions.

Sec. 273. Restoration of trust fund invest-
ments.

Sec. 274. Revenue estimales.

Sec. 275. Non-severability.

Sec. 276. Judicial review.

Sec. 277. Ejfective dates.

PART A—CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET PROCESS

Subpart I—Congressional Budget

SEC. 201. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET.

fa) DEFINITIONS.—

(1) Section 3 of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 is
amended by adding at the end thereaf the
Sfollowing new paragraphs:

“(6) The term ‘deficit’ means, with respect
to any fiscal year, the amount by which
total budget outlays for such fiscal year
exceed lotal revenues for such fiscal year.
For purposes of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (not-
withstanding section 710(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act), the receipts of the Federal Old-
Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund
and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust
Fund for a fiscal year, and the taxes payable
under sections 1401(a), 3101(a), and 3111(a)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 during
such fiscal year, shall be included in total
revenues for such fiscal year; the disburse-
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menis of each such Trust Fund for such
JSiscal year shall be included in total budget
outlays for such fiscal year; and the receipts,
revenues, and disbursements of any other
Federal program, project, or activity shall
also be included in total revenues and total
budget outlays, as the case may be, for such
fiscal year, whether or not included in the
totals of the budget of the Uniled States
Government.

“(7) The term ‘marimum deficit amount’
means—

“tA) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1985, $161,000,000,000;

“({B) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1986, $110,200,000,000;

“(C) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1987, $57,200,000,000;

“tD) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1988, $4,200,000,000;

“(E) with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1989, zero; and

“(F) with respect lo the fiscal year begin-
ning October 1, 1990, zero.

“8)(A) The marimum deficit amounts
contained in paragraph (7) shall be altered
in accordance with the provisions of this
paragraph to reflect changed economic con-
ditions.

“fB) Beginning with fiscal year 1986, the
term ‘marimum deficit amount’ with re-
spect to any fiscal year for which the formu-
la in this paragraph requires a reduction in
the deficit from the deficil of the previous
JSiscal year means an amount equal to—

“fi) the deficit for the preceding fiscal year
fas determined or estimated by the Congres-
sional Budget Office), minus

“fii) 20 percent of the deficil for fiscal
vear 1985; except that the percenlage speci-
fied in this subparagraph shall be—

“(I) increased by 1 percent for each 1/10 of
a percent by which real gross national prod-
uct growth for the fiscal year involved (as
projected by the Congressional Budget
Office) is grealer than 3 percent, or

“(II) reduced by 1 percent for each 1/10 of
a percent by which real gross national prod-
uct growth for such fiscal year (as so pro-
Jjected) is less than 3 percent.”.

“(C) In the event thal real gross national
product growth for a fiscal year (as project-
ed by the Congressional Budget Office) is 1
percent or less, there shall be no marimum
deficit amount.

“t9) The term ‘allocation for discrelionary
action’ means an amount for control of con-
gressional action to increase or decrease
levels under current law of budget authority
fexcluding such authority o cover entitle-
ment authority in the case of the Commitiee
on Appropriations), direct loan obligations
or primary loan gucraniee commitments,
spending authority as described by section
401(c)i2).

“410) The term ‘entitlement authorily’
means spending authority described by sec-
tion 401(c)(2)(C).”.

2) Paragraph (2) of section 3 of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974 is amended by inserting
before the comma the following: “or to col-
lect offsetting receipts.”.

(b) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET PROCESS.—Title
IIT of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
is amended to read as follows:

“TITLE III—CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
PROCESS
“TIMETABLE

“Sec. 300. The timetable with respect to

the congressional budget process for any
fiscal year is as follows:
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“On or before: Action to be completed:

First Monday after Jan- President submits his
uary 3. budget

February 15 i

Congr
Office submits report
to Budget Commitlees.

Commilttees submit
views and estimales to
Budget Commiitees.

o "

b g7 1 J— -

2,

April 15

action on concurreni
resolution on the
budget
dppropriation bills may
be considered in the
House.

House Appropriations
Commiltee reports last

May 15

P LT [ m—

“ANNUAL ADOPTION OF CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
ON THE BUDGET

“Sec, 301, (a) CONTENT OF CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET.—On or before
April 15 of each year, the Congress shall
complete action on a concurrent resolution
on the budget for the fiscal year beginning
on October 1 of such year. The concurrent
resolution shall set forth appropriale levels
Jor the fiscal year beginning on October 1 of
such year, and planning levels for each of
the two ensuing fiscal years, for the follow-
ing—

“1) totals of new budget authority, budget
outlays, entitlement authorily, direct loan
obligations, and primary loan guarantee
commitments;

“2) total Federal revenues and the
amount, if any, by which the aggregate level
of Federal revenues should be increased or
decreased by bills and resolutions to be re-
ported by the appropriate commitiees;

“43) the surplus or the deficit in the
budget;

“4) new budget authority, budget outlays,
entitlement authority, direct loan obliga-
tions, and primary loan guarantee commit-
ments for each major functional category,
based on allocations of the total levels set
Jorth pursuant to paragraph (1); and

“{5) the public debt.

“fb) ADDITIONAL MATTERS IN CONCURRENT
ResoLutioN.—The concurrent resolution on
the budget may—

“{1) set forth, if required by subsection (f),
the calendar year in which, in the opinion
of the Congress, the goals for reducing un-
employment set forth in section 4(b) of the
Employment Act of 1946 should be achieved:

“(2) include reconciliation directives de-
scribed in section 310;

“f3) require a procedure under which all
or certain bills or resolutions providing new
budget authority or new spending authority
described in section 401(c)i2)(C) for such
fiscal year shall not be enrolled until the
Congress has completed action on any rec-
onciliation bill or reconciliation resolution
or both required by such concurrent resolu-
tion to be reported in accordance with sec-
tion 310(b); and

“t4) set forth such other matters, and re-
quire such other procedures, relating to the
budget as may be appropriate to carry out
the purposes of this Act.

“fe) CONSIDERATION OF PROCEDURES OR
MATTERS WHICH HAVE THE EFFECT OF CHANG-
ING ANY RULE oF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIvEs.—If the Committee on the Budgel of
the House of Representatives reports any
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concurrent resolulion on the budget which
includes any procedure or matter which has
the effect of changing any rule of the House
of Representatives, such concurrent resolu-
tion shall then be referred to the Committee
on Rules with instructions to report it
within five calendar days (not counting any
day on which the House is not in session).
The Committee on Rules shall have the juris-
diction to report any concurrent resolution
referred to it under this paragraph with an
amendment or amendments which change
or strike out any such procedure or matter.

“td) VIEwWS AND ESTIMATES OF OTHER CoM-
MITTEES.—On or before February 25 of each
vear, each standing committee of the House
of Representatives shall submit to the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the House and each
standing committee of the Senate shall
submit to the Commiltee on the Budget of
the Senate ils views and estimates (as deter-
mined by the committee making such sub-
mission) with respect to all matlers set forth
in subsections (a) and (b) which relale to
matters within the jurisdiction or functions
of such committee. The Joint Economic
Committee shall submit to the Commiliees
on the Budget of both Houses its recommen-
dations as to the fiscal policy appropriate to
the goals of the Employment Act of 1946.
Any other committee of the House or Senate
may submit to the Committee on the Budget
of its House, and any joint committee of the
Congress may submil to the Commitlees on
the Budget of both Houses, its views and es-
timates with respect to all matters sel forth
in subsections (a) and (b) which relate to
matlers within its jurisdiction or funclions.

“fe) HEARINGS AND REPORT.—In developing
the concurrent resolution on the budget re-
Jerred to in subsection (a) for each fiscal
year, the Committee on the Budget of each
House shall hold hearings and shall receive
testimony from Members of Congress and
such appropriate representatives of Federal
departments and agencies, the general

public, and nalional organizations as the
committee deems desirable. Each of the rec-

ommendations as (o short-term and
medium-term goals sel forth in the report
submitted by the members of the Joint Eco-
nomic Commitiee under subsection (d) may
be considered by the Commiltee on the
Budget of each House as part of its consider-
ation of such concurrent resolution, and its
report may reflect its views thereon, and on
how the estimates of revenues and levels of
budget authority and outlays set forth in
such concurrent resolution are designed to
achieve any goals it is recommending. The
report accompanying such concurrent reso-
lution shall include, but not be limited to—

“f1) a comparison of revenues estimated
by the committee with those estimated in the
budget submitted by the President;

“f2) a comparison of the appropriate
levels of total budget outlays and total new
budgel authority, total direct loan obliga-
tions, total primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, and total entitlement authorily, as
set forth in such concurrent resolution, with
those estimated and requested in the budget
submitted by the President;

“(3) with respect to each major functional
category, an estimate of budget outlays and
an appropriate level of new budget author-
ity for all proposed programs and for all ex-
isting programs (including renewals there-
of), with the estimate and level for exrisling
programs being divided between permanent
authority and funds provided in appropria-
tion Acts, and each such division being sub-
divided belween controllable amounts and
all other amounts;
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“(4) an allocation of the level of Federal
revenues recommended in the concurrent
resolution among the major sources of such
revenues;

“r5) the economic assumptions and objec-
tives which underlie each of the matters set
Jorth in such concurrent resolution and al-
ternative economic assumptions and objec-
tives which the committee considered;

“(6) projections, not limited to the follow-
ing, for the period of five fiscal years begin-
ning with such fiscal year of the estimated
levels of total budget outlays, lotal new
budget authority, the estimated revenues to
be received, and the estimated surplus or
deficit, if any, for each fiscal year in such
period, and the estimated levels of tax ex-
penditures (the tax expenditures budget) by
major functional categories;

‘“47) a statement of any significant
changes in the proposed levels of Federal as-
sistance to State and local governments;

“(8) a comparison of Federal priorities by
functional category including budget au-
thority and outlays, direct loan obligations
and primary loan guarantee commitments,
and tax expenditures; and

“(9) information, data, and comparisons
indicating the manner in which, and the
basis on which, the committee determined
each of the maltters sel forth in the concur-
rent resolution, including an explanation of
how such matlters compare with the views
and estimates of the standing commitlees of
its House.

“(f) ACHIEVEMENT OF GOALS FOR REDUCING
UNEMPLOYMENT.—

“(1) If, pursuant to section 4(c) of the Em-
ployment Act of 1946, the President recom-
mends in the Economic Report that the
goals for reducing unemployment set forth
in section 4(b) of such Act be achieved in a
vear after the close of the five-year period
prescribed by such subsection, the concur-
rent resolution on the budget for the fiscal
vear beginning after the date on which such
Economic Report is received by the Congress
may set forth the year in which, in the opin-
ion of the Congress, such goals can be
achieved.

“l2) After the Congress has expressed ils
opinion pursuant to paragraph (1) as to the
vear in which the goals for reducing unem-
ployment set forth in section 4(b) of the Em-
ployment Act of 1946, can be achieved, if,
pursuant to section 4fe) of such Act, the
President recommends in the Economic
Report that such goals be achieved in a year
which is different from the year in which the
Congress has expressed its opinion that such
goals should be achieved, either in its action
pursuant to paragraph (1) or in its most
recent action pursuant to this paragraph,
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
the fiscal year beginning after the date on
which such Economic Report is received by
the Congress may set forth the year in
which, in the opinion of the Congress, such
goals can be achieved.

“(3) It shall be in order to amend the pro-
vision of such resolution setting forth such
vear only if the amendment thereto also pro-
poses to alter the estimates, amounts, and
levels (as described in subsection (a)) set
Sforth in such resolution in germane fashion
in order to be consistent with the economic
goals (as described in sections 3(a)(2) and
4(b) of the Employment Act of 1946) which
such amendment proposes can be achieved
by the year specified in such amendment.

“(g) Common ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS. —The
joint explanatory stat t acc
a conference report on a concurrent reaolu-
tion on the budget shall set forth the
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common economic assumptions upon which
such joint statement and conference report
are based.

“th) BupGer COMMITTEES CONSULTATION
Wit Stanping CoMMITTEES.—The Commit-
tee on the Budget of each House shall con-
sult with the standing commitlees of ils
House during the preparation, consider-
ation, and enforcement of the concurrent
resolution on the budget with respect to all
matters which relate to the jurisdiction or
Sfunctions of such committees.

“fi) Maxmaum DEFICIT AMOUNT MAY NoOT BE
EXCEEDED.—

“f1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
it shall not be in order in either the House of
Representalives or the Senate to consider
any concurrent resolution on the budget for
a fiscal year under this section, or to consid-
er any amendment lo such a concurrent res-
olution, or to consider a conference report
on such a concurrent resolution, if the level
of total budget outlays for such fiscal year
that is set forth in such concurrent resolu-
tion or conference report (or that would
result from the adoption of such amend-
ment), exceeds the recommended level of
Federal revenues for that year by an amount
that is greater than the maximum deficit
amount specified for such fiscal year in sec-
tion 3(7).

“(2) Paragraph (1) of this subsection shall
not apply if a declaration of war by the Con-
gress is in effect.

“COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS

“Sec. 302. (@) ALLOCATION FOR DISCRETION-
ARY AcTioN.—For purposes of controlling
congressional action as described by sec-
tions 311 and 312, the report accompanying
a concurrent resolution on the budget for a
fiscal year and the joint explanatory state-
ment accompanying a conference report on
a concurrent resolution on the budget for a
fiscal year shall include an allocation for
discretionary action for such fiscal year, or
for the total of such fiscal year and the ensu-
ing fiscal year, or for the total for such fiscal
year and each of the two ensuing years,
based upon such concurrent resolution as
reported or as recommended in such confer-
ence report, of new budget authority (exclud-
ing such authority to cover entitlement au-
thority in the case of the Commitiee on Ap-
propriations), new spending authority as
described in section 401(c)(2), new direct
loan obligations and new primary loan
guarantee commitments to each committee
of the House of Representalives and the
Senate which has jurisdiction over bills and
resolutions that would implement such
action. The allocation provided under this
subsection shall not exlend beyond the as-
sumed duration of the programs intended to
be covered by the allocation.

“fb) REPORTS BY COMMITTEES.—AS soon as
practicable after a conference report on a
concurrent resolution on the budget is
agreed to—

“{1) the Committee on Appropriations of
each House shall, after consulting with the
Commillee on Appropriations of the other
House, subdivide among its subcommittees
the allocation for discretionary action allo-
cated to it in the joint explanatory state-
ment accompanying the conference report
on such concurrent resolultion; and

“(2) every other committee of the House
and Senate to which an allocation for dis-
cretionary action was made in such joint ex-
planalory statement shall, after consulting
with the committee or committees of the
other House to which all or part of its allo-
cation was made, subdivide its allocation
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among its subcommittees or among pro-
grams over which it has jurisdiction.

Each such committee shall promptly report
to its House the subdivisions made by it
pursuant to this subsection only if it is
given a discretionary action allocation in
the joint explanatory statement accompany-
ing the conference report on such concur-
rent resolution.

“fc) LEGISLATION SUBJECT TO POINT OF
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the House
of Representatives or the Senate to consider
any bill, resolution, amendment, or confer-
ence report providing budgel authority,
spending authority as described in section
401(c)(2), or credit authority within the ju-
risdiction of any committee until such com-
mittee reports to the House the subdivisions
required by subsections (b) and (e) for the
applicable year in connection with the most
recently agreed to concurrent resolulion on
the budget.

“fd) SuBSEQUENT CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TIONS.—In the case of a concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget referred to in section 304,
the allocations under subsection (a) and the
subdivisions under subsection (b) shall be
required only to the extent necessary to take
into account revisions made in the most re-
cently agreed to concurrent resolulion on
the budget.

“fe) DrvisioN OF BUDGET TOTALS AMONG
COMMITTEES. —

“f1) For purposes of information, the
report accompanying a concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget and the joint explanatory
statement accompanying a conference
report on a concurrenlt resolution on the
budget shall include an estimated division,
based upon such concurrent resolution rec-
ommended in such report or in such confer-
ence report of the appropriate levels of tolal
budget outlays, total new budget authority,
total entitlement authority, total direct loan
obligations, and total primary loan guaran-
tee commitments among each committee of
the House of Representalives and the Senate
which has jurisdiction over such authori-
ties.

“t2) As soon as practicable after any such
conference report is filed—

“fA) the Commiltee on Appropriations of
each House shall, after consulting with the
Commiltlee on Appropriations of the other
House, subdivide among ils subcommillees
its share of the estimatled division of budget
outlays set forth in such conference report;
and

“fB) every other commillee of the House
and Senate with respect to which an esti-
mated division of budget outlays is made in
such conference report shall, after consult-
ing with the committee or committees of the
other House to which all or part of such sub-
division is made, subdivide its share of the
estimated division of budget outlays among
its subcommillees or among programs over
which it has jurisdiction.

“(f) ALTERATION OF 302(b) ALLOCATIONS.—AL
any time after a commitiee reports the allo-
cations required to be made under section
302rb), such commillee may report to ils
House an alteration of such allocations. Any
alteration of such allocations must be con-
sistent with any actions already taken by its
House on legislation within the committee’s
jurisdiction.
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“CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET
MUST BE ADOPTED BEFORE LEGISLATION PRO-
VIDING NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY, NEW SPEND-
ING AUTHORITY, NEW CREDIT AUTHORITY OR
CHANGES IN REVENUES OR THE PUBLIC DEBT
LIMIT IS CONSIDERED
“Sec. 303. (a) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be

in order in either the House of Represenila-

tives or the Senate to consider any bill or
resolution (or amendment thereto) as report-
ed to the House or Senale which provides—

“11) new budget authorily for a fiscal year;

“(2) an increase or decrease in revenues to
become effective during a fiscal year;

“(3) an increase or decrease in the public
debt limit to become effective during a fiscal
year;

“(4) new spending authority described in
section 401(c)f2) to become effective during
a fiscal year; or

“(5) new credit authority for a fiscal year;
until the concurrent resolution on the
budget for such fiscal year has been agreed
to pursuant to section 301.

“fb) Exceprions.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to any bill or resolution (or amend-
ment thereto) which—

“(1) provides new budget authority which
first becomes effective in the second fiscal
vear (or any fiscal year after the second
fiscal year) following the fiscal year in
which the bill or resolution (or amendment
thereto) is to be considered by the House or
Senale, or

“f2) provides for increases or decreases in

revenues which first become effective in the
second fiscal year (or any fiscal year after
the second fiscal year) following the fiscal
year in which the bill or resolution for
amendment thereto) is to be considered by
the House or Senate.
After May 15 of any calendar year, subsec-
tion (a) does not apply in the House of Rep-
resentatives lo any general appropriation
bill, or amendment thereto, which provides
new budgel authority for the fiscal year be-
ginning in such calendar year.

“(c) WAIVER IN THE SENATE.—

“{1) The committee of the Senate which re-
ports any bill or resolution for amendment
thereto) to which subsection (a) applies may
at or after the time it reports such bill or res-
olution (or amendment thereto), report a
resolution lo the Senate (A) providing for
the waiver of subsection (a) with respect to
such bill or resolution (or amendment there-
to), and (B) stating the reasons why the
waiver is necessary. The resolution shall
then be referred to the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate. That committee shall
report the resolution to the Senate within 10
days after the resolution is referred to it (not
counting any day on which the Senale is not
in session) beginning with the day following
the day on which it is so referred, accompa-
nied by that committee’s recommendations
and reasons for such recommendations with
respect to the resolution. If the commitlee
does not report the resolution within such
10-day period, it shall automatically be dis-
charged from further consideration of the
resolution and the resolution shall be placed
on the calendar,

“f2) During the consideration of any such
resolution, debate shall be limited to one
hour, to be equally divided between, and
controlled by, the majority leader and mi-
nority leader or their designees, and the
time on any debatable motion or appeal
shall be limited to twenty minutes, to be
equally divided between, and controlled by,
the mover and the manager of the resolu-
tion. In the event the manager of the resolu-
tion is in favor of any such motion or
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appeal, the time in opposition thereto shall
be controlled by the minority leader or his
desig Such 1 s, or either of them,
may, from the time under their control on
the passage of such resolution, allot addi-
tional time lto any Senator during the con-
sideration of any debatable motion or
appeal. No amendment to the resolution is
in order.

“(3) If, after the Committee on the Budget
has reported for been discharged from fur-
ther consideration of) the resolution, the
Senate agrees to the resolution, then subsec-
tion (a) shall not apply with respect to the
bill or resolution (or amendment thereto) to
which the resolution so agreed to applies.

“PERMISSIBLE REVISIONS OF CONCURRENT
RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDGET

“SEc. 304. fa) IN GENERAL.—AL any time
after the concurrent resolution on the
budget for a fiscal year has been agreed to
pursuant to section 301, and before the end
of such fiscal year, the two Houses may
adopt a concurrent resolution on the budget
which revises the concurrent resolution on
the budget for such fiscal year most recently
agreed lo,

“Ib) Maxmrum DEFICIT AMOUNT MaY NOT BE
EXCEEDED.,—

“(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
it shall not be in order in either the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider
any concurrent resolution on the budget for
a fiscal year under this section, or to consid-
er any amendment to such a concurrent res-
olution, or to consider a conference report
on such a concurrent resolution, if the level
of total budget outlays for such fiscal year
that is set forth in such concurrent resolu-
tion or conference report (or that would
result from the adoption of such amend-
ment), exceeds the recommended level of
Federal revenues for that year by an amount
that is greater than the maximum deficit

amount specified for such fiscal year in sec-
tion 3(7).

“f2) Paragraph (1) of this subsection shall
not apply if a declaration of war by the Con-
gress is in effect.

“PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE CONSIDERATION
OF CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDGET

“Sec. 305. fa) PROCEDURE IN HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES AFTER REPORT OF COMMITTEE;
DEBATE.—

“(1) When the Committee on the Budgel of
the House has reported any concurrent reso-
lution on the budget it is in order at any
time after the fifth day (excluding Satur-
days, Sundays, and legal holidays) following
the day on which the report upon such reso-
lution by the Committee on the Budget has
been available to Members of the House and,
if applicable, after the first day (excluding
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) fol-
lowing the day on which a report upon such
resolution by the Commitlee on Rules pursu-
ant to section 301(c) has been made avail-
able to Members of the House (even though a
previous motion to the same effect has been
disagreed to) to move to proceed to the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution. The
motion is highly privileged and is not debat-
able. An amendment to the motion is not in
order, and it is not in order to move to re-
consider the vote by which the motion is
agreed to or disagreed to.

“f2) General debate on any concurrent res-
olution on the budget in the House of Repre-
sentatives shall be limited to not more than
10 hours, which shall be divided equally be-
tween the majority and minorily parties,
plus such additional hours of debate as are
consumed pursuani (o paragraph (3. A
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motion further to limit debate is not debala-
ble. A motion to recommit the concurrent
resolution is not in order, and it is not in
order to move lo reconsider the vote by
which the concurrent resolution is agreed to
or disagreed lo.

“{3) Following the presentation of opening
statements on the concurrent resolulion on
the budget for a fiscal year by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the House, there
shall be a period of up to four hours for
debate on economic goals and policies.

“(4) Only if a concurrent resolution on the
budget reported by the Committee on the
Budget of the House sets forth the economic
goals (as described in sections 3(a)(2) and
41b) of the Full Employment Act of 1946)
which the estimates, amounts, and levels (as
described in section 301(a)) set forth in such
resolution are designed to achieve, shall it
be in order to offer to such resolution an
amendment relating to such goals, and such
amendment shall be in order only if it also
proposes to alter such estimates, amounts,
and levels in germane fashion in order to be
consistent with the goals proposed in such
amendment.

“t5) Consideration of any concurrent reso-
lution on the budget by the House of Repre-
sentatives shall be in the Commiltee of the
Whole, and the resolution shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minule
rule in accordance with the applicable pro-
visions of rule XXIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives. After the Commit-
tee rises and reports the resolution back to
the House, the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the resolution and
any amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion; except that it
shall be in order at any time prior to final
passage (notwithstanding any other rule or
provision of law) to adopt an amendment
(or a series of amendments) changing any
JSigure or figures in the resolution as so re-
ported to the extent necessary to achieve
mathematical consistency.

“f6) Debate in the House of Represenla-
tives on the conference report on any con-
current resolution on the budgel shall be
limited to not more than 5 hours, which
shall be divided equally between the majori-
ty and minorily parties. A motion further to
limit debate is not debatable. A motion to re-
commit the conference report is not in
order, and il is not in order to move to re-
consider the vole by which the conference
report is agreed o or disagreed to.

“f7) Appeals from decisions of the Chair
relating to the application of the Rules of
the House of Representalives to the proce-
dure relating to any concurrent resolution
on the budget shall be decided without
debate.

“(b) PROCEDURE IN SENATE AFTER REPORT OF
COMMITTEE; DEBATE; AMENDMENTS.—

“f1) Debate in the Senate on any concur-
rent resolution on the budgel, and all
amendments thereto and debatable motions
and appeals in connection therewith, shall
be limited to not more than 50 hours, except
that with respect to any concurrent resolu-
tion referred to in section 304(a), all such
debate shall be limited to not more than 15
hours. The time shall be equally divided be-
tween, and controlled by, the majority leader
and the minority leader or their designees.

“f2) Debate in the Senate on any amend-
ment to a concurrent resolution on the
budget shall be limited to 2 hours, to be
equally divided between, and controlled by,
the mover and the manager of the concur-
rent resolution, and debate on any amend-
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ment to an amendment, debatable motion,
or appeal shall be limited to 1 hour, to be
equally divided belween, and controlled by,
the mover and the manager of the concur-
rent resolution, except that in the event the
manager of the concurrent resolution is in
Jfavor of any such amendment, motion, or
appeal, the time in opposition therelo shall
be controlled by the minority leader or his
designee. No amendment that is not ger-
mane to the provisions of such concurrent
resolution shall be received. Such leaders, or
either of them, may, from the time under
their control on the passage of the concur-
rent resolution, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any
amendment, debatable motion, or appeal.

“f3) Following the presentation of opening
statements on the concurrent resolution on
the budget for a fiscal year by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate, there
shall be a period of up to four hours for
debate on economic goals and policies.

“t4) Only if a concurrent resolution on the
budget reported by the Commitiee on the
Budget of the Senate sets forth the economic
goals (as described in sections 3(a)(2) and
4(b) of the Employment Act of 1946), which
the estimates, amounts, and levels (as de-
scribed in section 301(a)) set forth in such
resolution are designed to achieve, shall it
be in order to offer to such resolution an
amendment relating to such goals, and such
amendment shall be in order only if it also
proposes to alter such estimates, amounts,
and levels in germane fashion in order to be
consistent with the goals proposed in such
amendment.

“t5) A motion to further limil debate is
not debatable. A motion to recommit (except
a motion to recommitl with instructions to
report back within a specified number of
days, not to exceed 3, not counting any day
on which the Senate is not in session) is not
in order. Debate on any such motion to re-
commil shall be limited to 1 hour, io be
equally divided between, and controlled by,
the mover and the manager of the concur-
rent resolution.

“(6) Notwithstanding any other rule, an
amendment or series of amendmenis lo a
concurrent resolution on the budget pro-
posed in the Senate shall always be in order
if such amendment or series of amendments
proposes to change any figure or figures
then contained in such concurrent resolu-
tion so as to make such concurrent resolu-
tion mathematically consistent or so as to
maintain such consistency.

“fc) CONSIDERATION OF PROCEDURES OR
MATTERS WHICH HAVE THE EFFECT OF CHANG-
ING ANY RULE OF THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTA-
TIVES.—

“t1){A) With respect to any report of a
commiltee of conference on a concurrent
resolution on the budget called up before the
House containing any procedure or matier
which has the effect of changing any rule of
the House of Representatives and which was
not included in the measure as passed by the
Howuse, it shall be in order, at any time after
the reading of the report has been completed
or dispensed with and before the reading of
the statement, or immediately upon consid-
eration of a conference report if clause 2(c)
of Rule XXVIIT of the Rules of the House of
Representatlives applies, to offer a motion,
which is of high privilege, that the House
reject such procedure or matter. It shall be
in order to debate such motion for forty
minutes, one-half of such time to be given to
debate in favor of, and one-half in opposi-
tion to, the motion.
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“fB) Notwithstanding the final disposi-
tion of any motion made under this para-
graph, it shall be in order to offer further
motions Lo reject with respect to other proce-
dures or matters in the report of the commit-
tee of conference not covered by any previ-
ous motion to reject.

“(C) If any such motion to reject has been
adopted, after final disposition of all such
motions under the preceding provisions of
this paragraph, and after final disposition
of all points of order and motions to reject
under clause 4 of Rule XXVIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, the confer-
ence report shall be considered as rejected
and the question then pending before the
House shall be—

“fi) whether lo recede and concur in the
Senate amendment with an amendment
which shall consist of that portion of the
conference report not rejected; or

“fii) whether to insist further on the
House amendment.

If all such motions to reject are defeated,
then, after the allocation of time for debate
on the conference report as provided in
clause 2(a) of Rule XXVIIT of the Rules of
the House of Representatives, it shall be in
order to move the previous question on the
adoption of the conference report.

“t2)(A) With respect to any amendment
fincluding an amendment in the nature of a
substitute) which—

“fi) is proposed by the Senate to any con-
current resolution on the budget and there-
after—

“(I) is reported in disagreement between
the two Houses by a committee of confer-
ence; or

“(II) is before the House, the stage of dis-
agreement having been reached; and

“(ii) contains any procedure or matter
which has the effect of changing any rule of
the House of Representatives and which was
nol included in the measure as passed the
House;

it shall be in order, immediately after a
motion is offered that the House recede from
its disagreement to such amendment pro-
posed by the Senale and concur therein and
before debatle is commenced on such motion,
to offer a motion, which is of high privilege,
that the House reject the procedure or
matter. It shall be in order lo debale such
motion for forty minutes, one-half of such
time to be given to debate in favor of, and
one-half in opposition to, the motion.

“tB) Notwithstanding the final disposi-
tion of any motion made under subpara-
graph (A), it shall be in order to offer further
such motions with respect to other proce-
dures or matlers in the amendment pro-
posed by the Senate not covered by any pre-
vious motion to reject.

“(C) If any such motion to reject has been
adopted, after final disposition of all mo-
tions to reject under the preceding provi-
sions of this paragraph, and after final dis-
position of all points of order and motions
to reject under clause 5 of Rule XXVIII of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
the motion to recede and concur shall be
ct&m_mtdered as rejected, and further mo-

“fi) to recede and concur in the Senate
amendment with an amendment, where ap-
propriate (but the offering of which is not in
order unless copies of the language of the
Senate amendment, as proposed (o be
amended by such motion, are then available
on the floor when such motion is offered and
is under consideration);
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“fii) to insist upon disagreement to the
Senate amendment and request a further
conference with the Senate; and

“fiii) lo insist upon disagreement to the
Senate amendment;
shall remain of high privilege for consider-
ation by the House, If all such motions to
reject are defeated, then, after the allocation
of time for debate on the motion to recede
and concur as provided in clause 2(b) of
Rule XXVIII of the Rules of the House of
Representalives, it shall be in order to move
the previous question on such motion.

“tD)(i) With respect to any such amend-
ment proposed by the Senate as described in
subparagraph (A)(i) of this paragraph, it
shall not be in order lo offer any motion
that the House recede from its disagreement
to such Senate amendment and concur
therein with an amendment, unless copies of
the language of the Senate amendment, as
proposed to be amended by such motion, are
then available on the floor when such
motion is offered and is under consider-
ation.

“tii) Immediately after any such motion is
offered and is in order and before debate is
commenced on such motion, it shall be in
order to offer a motion, which is of high
privilege, that the House reject any proce-
dure or matter which has the effect of chang-
ing any rule of the House of Representatives
which is contained in the Senate amend-
ment as proposed to be amended by such
motion or which is contained in the pro-
posed amendment to the Senate amendment,
and which was not included in the concur-
rent resolution on the budget as passed by
the House. It shall be in order to debate such
motion for forty minutes, one-half of such
time to be given to debate in foavor of, and
one-half in opposition to, the motion.

“fiii) Notwithstanding the final disposi-
tion of any motion under clause (ii), it shall
be in order to make further such motions

with respect lo other procedures or matters
in the language of the Senate amendment, as

proposed Lo be amended by the motion, or in
the proposed amendment (o the Senate
amendment, not covered by any previous
motion o rejecl

“(E) If any such motion to reject has been
adopted, after final disposition of all mo-
tions to reject under the preceding provi-
sions of this paragraph, and after final dis-
position of all points of order and motions
to reject under clause 5 of Rule XXVIII of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
the motion to recede and concur in the
Senate amendment with an amendment
shall be considered as rejected, and further
motions—

“fi) to recede and concur in the Senale
amendment with an amendment, where ap-
propriate (but the offering of which is not in
order unless copies of the language of the
Senate amendment, as proposed fo be
amended by such motion, are then available
on the floor when such motion is offered and
is under consideration);

“(ii) to insist upon disagreement to the
Senate amendment and regquest a further
conference with the Senate; and

“fiii) to insist upon disagreement to the
Senate amendment;
shall remain of high privilege for consider-
ation by the House. If all such motions to
reject are defeated, then, after the allocation
of time for debale on the motion to recede
and concur in the Senate amendment with
an amendment as provided in clause 2(b) of
Rule XXVIII of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, it shall be in order to move
the previous gquestion on such motion.
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“(F) If, on a division of a motion that the
House recede and concur, with or without
amendment, from its disagreement to any
such Senate amendment as described in sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, the House
agrees lo recede, then, before debatle is com-
menced on concurring in such Senale
amendment, or on concurring therein with
an amendment, it shall be in order to make
motions to reject with respect to such Senate
amendment in accordance with applicable
provisions of this clause and to effect final
determination of these matters in accord-
ance with such provisions.

“¢d) AcTToN ON CONFERENCE REPORTS IN THE
SENATE.—

“f1) The conference report on any concur-
rent resolution on the budget shall be in
order in the Senate at any time afier the
third day (excluding Saturdays, Sundays,
and legal holidays) following the day on
which such a conference report is reported
and is available to Members of the Senate. A
motion to proceed to the consideration of
the conference report may be made even
though a previous motion to the same effect
has been disagreed to.

“(2) During the consideration in the
Senate of the conference reportl on any con-
current resolution on the budget, debate
shall be limited to 10 hours, to be equally di-
vided between them, and controlled by, the
majority leader and minority leader or their
designees. Debate on any debatable motion
or appeal related to the conference report
shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally di-
vided between, and controlled by, the mover
and the manager of the conference report.

“(3) Should the conference report be de-
JSeated, debate on any request for a new con-
SJerence and the appoiniment of conferees
shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally di-
vided befween, and conirolled by, the man-
ager of the conference report and the minor-
ity leader or his designee, and should any
motion be made lo instruct the conferees
before the conferees are named, debate on
such motion shall be limited to one-half
hour, to be equally divided belween, and
controlled by, the mover and the manager of
the conference report. Debate on any amend-
ment to any such instructions shall be limit-
ed to 20 minutes, to be equally divided be-
tween and controlled by the mover and the
manager of the conference report. In all
cases when the manager of the conference
report is in favor of any motion, appeal, or
amendment, the time in opposition shall be
under the control of the minority leader or
his designee.

“i4) In any case in which there are amend-
ments in disagreement, lime on each amend-
ment shall be limited to 30 minutes, to be
equally divided between, and controlled by,
the manager of the conference report and
the minority leader or his designee. No
amendment that is not germane to the pro-
visions of such amendments shall be re-
ceived.

“fe) REQUIRED ACTION BY CONFERENCE COM-
MrTTEE.—If at the end of 7 days fexcluding
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays)
after the conferees of both Houses have been
appointed to a commitiee of conference on a
concurrent resolution on the budget, the
conferees are unable to reach agreement
with respect to all matters in disagreement
between the two Houses, then the conferees
shall submit to their respective Houses, on
the first day thereafter on which their House
18 in session—

“41) a conference report recommending
those matters on which they have agreed
and reporting in disagreement those matters
on which they have not agreed; or
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“f2) a conference report in disagreement,
if the matter in disagreement is an amend-
ment which strikes out the entire lext of the
concurrent resolution and inserts a substi-
tute text.

“{f) CONCURRENT RESOLUTION MUST BE CON-
SISTENT IN THE SENATE.—IL shall not be in
order in the Senate to vole on the guestion
of agreeing to—

“f1) a concurrent resolution on the budget
unless the figures then contained in such
resolution are mathematically consistent; or

“(2) a conference report on a concurrent
resolution on the budget unless the figures
contained in such resolution, as recom-
mended in such conference report, are math-
ematically consistent.

“LEGISLATION DEALING WITH CONGRESSIONAL
BUDGET MUST BE HANDLED BY BUDGET COM-
MITTEES
“Sec. 306. No bill or resolution, and no

amendment to any bill or resolution, deal-

ing with any malter which is within the ju-
risdiction of the Committee on the Budget of
either House shall be considered in that

House unless it is a bill or resolution which

has been reported by the Committee on the

Budget of that House (or from the consider-

ation of which such committee has been dis-

charged) or unless it is an amendment to
such a bill or resolution.

“HOUSE COMMITTEE ACTION ON ALL APPROPRIA-
TION BILLS TO BE COMPLETED BY JUNE 10

“Sec. 307. On or before June 10 of each
yvear, the Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives shall report
bills and resolutions providing new budget
authority under the jurisdiction of all of its
subcommittees for the fiscal year which
begins on October 1 of that year.

“REPORTS, SUMMARIES, AND PROJECTIONS OF
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACTIONS

“Sec. 308. fa) REPORTS ON LEGISLATION
ProvIDING NEw BUDGET AUTHORITY, NEW
SPENDING AUTHORITY, NEwW CREDIT AUTHOR-
ITY, OR PROVIDING AN INCREASE OR DECREASE
IN REVENUES OR TAX EXPENDITURES.—

“t1) Whenever a commitlee of either
House reports to its House a bill or resolu-
tion, or committee amendment therefo, pro-
viding new budget authority (other than
continuing appropriations), new spending
authority described in section 401(c)(2), new
credit authority, or providing an increase or
decrease in revenues or taxr expenditures for
a fiscal year, the report accompanying that
bill or resolution shall contain a statement,
or the committee shall make available such
a statement in the case of an approved com-
mittee amendment which is not reported to
its House, prepared after consultation with
the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office—

“fA) comparing the discretionary action
levels in any such measure to the allocations
Jor discretionary action in the reports sub-
mitted under section 302(b) for the most re-
cently agreed to concurrent resolution on
the budget for such fiscal year;

“tB) comparing the outlays estimated to
result from any such measure for such fiscal
vear with the estimated subdivisions of out-
lays in reports submilted under section
302(e) for the most recently agreed to con-
current resolution on the budget for such
fiscal year;

“(C) including an identification of any
new spending authority described in section
401(c)(2) which is contained in any such
measure and o justification for the use of
such financing method instead of annual
appropriations;
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“fD) containing a projection by the Con-
gressional Budget Office of how any such
measure will affect the levels of such spend-
ing authority, revenues, taxr expendilures,
direct loan obligations, or primary loan
guarantee commitments under exristing law
Jfor such fiscal year and each of the four en-
suing fiscal years;

“(E) setting forth the level of new budget
authority for assistance to State and local
gourégmmeuu provided by any such measure;
a

“(F) comparing the levels provided by any
such measure with the levels provided by
law for the fiscal year preceding such fiscal
vear, and with levels requested by the Presi-
dent for such measure for such fiscal year.

“f2) Whenever a conference report is filed
in either House and such conference report
or amendment reported in disagreement or
any amendment contained in the joint
statement of managers to be proposed by the
conferees in the case of technical disagree-
ment on such bill or resolution provides new
budget authority (other than continuing ap-
propriations), new spending aeuthorily de-
scribed in section 401(c)(2), or new credit
authority, or provides an increase or de-
crease in revenues for a fiscal year, the com-
mittee, after consultation with the Director
of the Congressional Budget Office, shall
make available to Members al least two
hours prior to consideration of such confer-
ence report by the House of Representatives
or Senate the matters described under sub-
section (a)(1).

“(b) UP-To-DATE TABULATIONS OF CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET ACTION.—

“41) The Director of the Congressional
Budget Office shall issue to the committees
of the House and the Senate reporis on at
least a monthly basis detailing and tabulat-
ing the progress of congressional action on
bills and resolutions providing new budget
authority, new spending authority described
in section 401(c)(2), new credit authority, or
providing an increase or decrease in reve-
nues or taxr erpenditures for a fiscal year.
Such reports shall include, but are not limit-
ed to—

“fA) an up-to-date tabulation comparing
the appropriate aggregate and functional
levels (including outlays) included in the
most recently adopted concurrent resolution
on the budget with levels provided in bills
and resolutions reported by committees or
adopted by either House or by the Congress,
with levels provided by law for the fiscal
year preceding such fiscal year, and with
levels requested by the President for such
Jiscal year;

“f{B) an up-to-date tabulation comparing
levels of discrelionary action for a fiscal
year in bills and resolutions reported by
commitlees or adopted by either House or by
the Congress with allocations for discretion-
ary action in reports submitied under sub-
section (a) and (b) of section 302, with levels
provided by law for the fiscal year preceding
such fiscal year, and with levels requested by
the President for such fiscal year; and

“IC) an up-to-date tabulation comparing
levels of budget outlays for a fiscal year esti-
mated to resull from bills and resolutions re-
ported by commitlees or adopted by either
House or by the Congress, or estimated to
result from existing law within the jurisdic-
tion of such commitlees with estimates of
outlays in reports submitted under section
302fe).

“{2) The Commiltee on the Budget of each
House shall make available to Members of
its House summary budget scorekeeping re-
ports. Such reports—
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“f4) shall be made available on at least a
monthly basis, but in any case, frequently
enough to provide Members of each House
an accurate representation of the current
status of congressional consideration of the
budget;

“(B) shall include, but are not limited to,
summaries of tabulations provided under
subsection (b)(1); and

“(C) shall be based on information provid-

ed under subsection (bJ(1) without subsian-
tive revision.
The chairman of the Commiltee on the
Budget of the House shall submit such re-
ports to the Speaker and they shall be print-
ed as House documents.

“fe) FIve-YEAR PROJECTION OF CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET ACTION.—As soon as praclica-
ble after the beginning of each fiscal year,
the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office shall issue a report projecting for the
period of 5 fiscal years beginning with such
Siscal year—

“(1) total new budget authorily and total
budget outlays for each fiscal year in such

period;

“f2) revenues to be received and the major
sources thereof, and the surplus or deficit, if
any, for each fiscal year in such period;

“43) tax expenditures for each fiscal year
in such period;

“t4) entitlement authority for each fiscal
yvear in such period; and

“(5) credit authority for each fiscal year in
such period.

“HOUSE APPROVAL OF REGULAR APPROPRIATION
BILLS

“Sec. 309. It shall not be in order in the
House of Representalives to consider any
resolution providing for an adjournment
period of more than three calendar days
during the month of July until the House of
Representatives has approved bills and reso-
lutions providing new budget authority
under the jurisdiction of all the subcommit-
tees of the Committee on Appropriations for
the fiscal year beginning on Oclober 1 of
such year, other than supplemental defi-
ciency, and continuing appropriation bills
and resolutions.

“RECONCILIATION

“SEc. 310. (a) INCLUSION OF RECONCILIATION
DIRECTIVES IN CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON
THE BUDGET.—Any concurrent resolution on
the budget shall, to the extent necessary to
effectuate the provisions and requirements
of such resolution, specify the total amount
Jor such fiscal year, or the total amount for
such fiscal year and the ensuing fiscal year,
or the total amount for such fiscal year and
the two ensuing fiscal years by which—

“f1) budget authority;

“r2) spending authority described in sec-
tion 401(c)(2);

“(3) eredit authority; or

“(4) revenues;
provided by laws, bills, and resolulions
within the jurisdiction of a commitiee s to
be changed and provide an estimate of the
resulting change in budget outlays, and
direct that committee to recommend legisla-
tion to accomplish a change of such total
amount.

“fb) LEGISLATIVE PROCEDURE.—If @ concur-
rent resolution is agreed to in accordance
with subsection (a) containing directives to
one or more commitlees to determine and
recommend changes in laws, bills, or resolu-
tions, and—

“f1) only one committee of the House or
the Senate is directed to determine and rec-
ommend changes, that committee shall
promptly make such determination and rec-
ommendations and report lo its House rec-
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onciliation legislation containing such rec-
ommendations; or

“f2) more than one committee of the
House or the Senate is directed to determine
and recommend changes, each such commit-
tee so directed shall promptly make such de-
termination and recommendatlions and
submit such recommendations to the Com-
mittee on the Budget of its House, which,
upon receiving all such recommendations,
shall report to its House reconciliation legis-
lation carrying out all such recommenda-
tions without any substantive revision.

“fc) LIMITATION ON AMENDMENTS TO RECON-
CILIATION BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.—

“(1) It shall not be in order in either the
House of Representatives or the Senale to
consider any amendment to a reconciliation
bill or reconciliation resolulion if such
amendment would have the effect of increas-
ing any specific budgel outlays above the
level of such outlays provided in the bill or
resolution, or would have the effect of reduc-
ing any specific Federal revenues below the
level of such revenues provided in the bill or
resolution, unless such amendment ensures
that the amount of the deficit for any fiscal
yvear set forth in the most recently agreed to
concurrent resolution on the budget is not
exceeded, by making at least an equivalent
reduction in other specific budget outlays or
at least an equivalent increase in other spe-
cific Federal revenues, or at least any equiv-
alent combination thereof, except that (A) in
the House of Representatives a motion to
strike a provision providing new budget au-
thority or new spending authority as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of this Act may
be in order, and (B) in the Senate a motion
to strike a provision shall always be in
order.

“(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply if a dec-
laration of war by the Congress is in effect.

“{3) For purposes of this section, the levels
of budget outlays and Federal revenues for a
fiscal year shall be determined on the basis
of estimates made by the Committee on the
Budget of the House of Representatives or of
the Senate, as the case may be.

“f4) The Commiltee on Rules of the House
of Representatives may make in order
amendments to achieve changes specified by
reconciliation directives contained in a con-
current resolution on the budget if a com-
mittee or committees of the House fail to
submit recommended changes to its Com-
mittee on the Budgelt pursuant to its in-
struction.

“(d) PROCEDURE IN THE SENATE.—

“(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
the provisions of section 305 for the consid-
eration in the Senate of concurrent resolu-
tions on the budget and conference reports
thereon shall also apply to the consideration
in the Senate of reconciliation bills reported
under subsection (b) and conference reports

thereon.

“f2) Debate in the Senate on any reconcili-
ation bill reported under subsection (b), and
all amendments thereto and debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection therewith,
shall be limited lo not more than 20 hours.

“fe) COMPLETION OF RECONCILIATION PROC-
ESS IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.—It
shall not be in order in the House of Repre-
sentatives to consider any resolution pro-
viding for an adjournment period for more
than three calendar days during the month
of July until the House of Representatives
has completed action on the reconciliation
legislation for the fiscal year beginning on
October 1 of the calendar year to which the
adjournment resolution pertains, if reconcil-
iation legislation is required to be reported
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by the concurrent resolution on the budget

Jor such fiscal year.

“f) LimrraTiON ON CHANGES TO THE SOCIAL
SecuriTy Act.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, it shall not be in order in
the Senate or the House of Representatives
to consider any reconciliation bill or recon-
ciliation resolution reported pursuant to a
concurrenlt resolution on the budget agreed
to under section 301 or 304, or any amend-
ment thereto or conference report thereon,
that contains recommendations with respect
to the old-age, survivors, and disability in-
surance program established under title IT
of the Social Security Act.

“NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY, NEW SPENDING AU-
THORITY, NEW CREDIT AUTHORITY, AND REVE-
NUE LEGISLATION MUST BE WITHIN APPROPRI-
ATE LEVELS
“Sec. 311. (a) LEGISLATION SUBJECT TO

PoINT OF ORDER.—Exceptl as provided by sub-
section (b), after the Congress has completed
action on a concurrent resolution on the
budget for a fiscal year, it shall not be in
order in either the House of Representatives
or the Senate to consider any bill, resolu-
tion, or amendmen! providing new budget
authority, new spending authority described
in section 401(c)(2), or new credit authority
to become effective during such fiscal year,
or reducing revenues for such fiscal year, or
any conference report on any such bill or
resolution, if—

“(1) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion as reported;

“f2) the adoption and enactment of such
amendment; or

“(3) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in such con-
Jference report;
would cause the appropriate level of total
new budget authority, total budgel outlays,
total entitlement authority, total direct loan
obligations, or total primary loan guarantee
commitments set forth in the most recently
agreed o concurrent resolution on the
budget for such fiscal year to be exceeded, or
would cause revenues to be less than the ap-
propriate level of total revenues set forth in
such concurrent resolution.

“Ib) ExcepTioN.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to bills, resolulions, or amendments
within the jurisdiction of a committee, or
any conference report on any such bill or
resolution, if—

“t1) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion as reported;

“(2) the adoption and enactment of such
amendment; or

“(3) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in such con-
ference report;
would not cause the allocation for discre-
tionary action for such commillee of new
budget authority, new spending authorily as
described in section 401(c)(2), new direct
loan obligations or new primary loan guar-
antee commitments made pursuant to sec-
tion 302fa) for such fiscal year, or for the
total of such fiscal year and the ensuing
fiscal year, or for the total of such fiscal
year and the two ensuing years to be exceed-

“f¢) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of
new budget authority, direct loan obliga-
tions, primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, spending authorily as described by
section 401fc)(2), and revenues for a fiscal
vear shall be determined on the basis of esti-
mates made by the Committee on the Budget
of the House of Representatives or of the
Senate, as the case may be.
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“COMMITTEE ALLOCATION CONTROLS

“Sec. 312. (a) LEGISLATION SUBJECT TO
PoINT OF ORDER.—After the Congress has
completed action on a concurrent resolution
on the budget for a fiscal year, it shall not be
in order in either the House of Representa-
tives or the Senate to consider any bill, reso-
lution, or amendment providing new budget
authority, new spending authority as de-
scribed in section 401(c)(2), or new credit
authority to become effective during such
Siscal year or in a subsequent fiscal year, or
any conference report on any such bill or
resolution, if—

“t1) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion as reported;

“r2) the adoption and enactment of such
amendment; or

“(3) the enactment of such bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in such con-
Jference report;
would cause an allocation for discretionary
action to a committee made pursuant to sec-
tion 302fa) for such fiscal year (or, if such
allocation is for the total of such fiscal year
and the ensuing fiscal year, then the two-
year lotal; or, if such allocation is for the
total of such fiscal year and the two ensuing
JSiscal years, then the three-year total) of new
budget authority, new spending authority as
described in section 401(c)(2), or new direct
loan obligations and new primary loan
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thority’ for purposes of this section means
spending authority nol provided by law on
the effective date of those subparagraphs, in-
cluding any increase in or addition to
dawte"iw authority provided by law on such

fd) DEFINITION OF SPENDING AUTHORITY.—
Paragraph (2) of subsection fc) of such sec-
tion is amended by striking out “and” at the
end of subparagraph (B), by striking out the
period at the end of subparagraph (C) and
inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon, and by
inserting after subparagraph (C) the follow-
ing new subparagraphs:

“{D) to forego collection of proprietary off-
setting receipts, the budget authority for
which is not provided in advance by appro-
priation Acts to offset such foregone re-
ceipts; and

“(E) to make payments (including loans,
grants, and payments from revolving funds)
other than those covered by subparagraph
fAJ, (BJ, (C), or (D), the budget authority for
which is not provided in advance by appro-
priation Acts”.

fe) ESTIMATES.—Such section 401 is further
amended by inserting at the end thereof the
Jollowing new subsection:

“fe) ESTIMATES.—For purposes of this Act,
estimates of new entitlement authority shall
be measured as the cost increase or decrease
from law as such law exists at the time of
consideration of a bill, resolution, or confer-

guarantee commitments Lo be exceeded.

“{b) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of
new budget authority, budgeli outlays,
spending authority as described in section
401fe)(2), direct loan obligations, and pri-
mary loan guarantee commiiments for a
fiscal year shall be determined on the basis
of estimates made by the Committee on the
Budget of the House of Representalives or of
the Senate, as the case may be”.

Subpart II—A dments to Title IV of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974
SEC. 211. NEW SPENDING AUTHORITY.

fa) CONTROLS ON LEGISLATION PROVIDING
CONTRACT OR BORROWING AUTHORITY.—Sub-
section fa) of section 401 of the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974 is amended by insert-
ing “CoNTROLS ON" before “LEGISLATION", by
striking out “or resolution” and inserting in
lieu thereof *“, resolution, or conference
report, as reported to its House"” and by in-
serting “, conference report” after “resolu-
tion™ the second time it appears therein.

fb) PoiNT oF ORDER.—Subsection (b) of
such section is amended to read as follows:

“fb) CONTROLS ON PROVISIONS OF LEGISLA-
TION PROVIDING OTHER NEW SPENDING AU-
THORITY.—NoO provision of any bill, joint res-
olution, or resolution shall be reported by
any committee, or be in order in any amend-
ment therelo or conference report Lthereon,
in the House of Representatives or the
Senate, which provides new spending au-
thority as described in subsection (c)(2) (D)
or (E) unless that bill, joint resolution, or
resolution, as reported, or amendment there-
to or conference report thereon, also pro-
vides that such new spending authority is to
be effective for any fiscal year only to such
extent or in such amounts as are provided
in appropriation Acts. A point of order with
respect to such new spending authority
fexcept as to conference reports) may be
raised at any time.”

(c) DEFINITION OF NEW SPENDING AUTHOR-
rry.—Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) of such
section is amended by inserting before the
period at the end thereof the following:

“ except for subparagraphs (D) and (E) of
paragraph (2), for which ‘new spending au-

ence report providing such entitlement au-
thority. Estimates of new entitlement au-
thority for entitlements financed by trust
funds or revolving funds shall be based on
estimated outlays from such funds".

SEC. 212. CREDIT AUTHORITY.

Section 402 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 is amended to read as follows:

“LEGISLATION PROVIDING NEW CREDIT
AUTHORITY

“Sec. 402. (a) CONTROLS ON LEGISLATION
ProviDING NEW CREDIT AUTHORITY.—It shall
not be in order in either the House of Repre-
sentatives or the Senate to consider any bill,
resolution, or conference report, as reported
to its House, or any amendment which pro-
vides new credit authority described in sub-
section (bJ(1), unless that bill, resolution,
conference report, or amendment also pro-
vides that such new credit authorily is to be
effective for any fiscal year only to such
extent or in such amounts as are provided
in appropriation Acts.

“(b) DEFINITIONS.—

“f1) For purposes of this Act, the term ‘new
credit authority’ means credit authority not
provided by law on the effective date of this
section, including any increase in or addi-
tion to credilt authorily provided by law on
such date.

“f2) For purposes of this Act, the term
‘credit authority’ means authority to incur
direct loan obligations or to incur primary
loan guarantee commitments”.

SEC. 213. DESCRIPTION BY CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
OFFICE.

fa) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE ANALY-
s1s.—Subsection fa) of section 403 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amend-
ed by striking out “and” at the end of para-
graph (2), by striking out the period and in-
serting ‘s and” at the end of paragraph (3),
and by inserting at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph.

“f4) a description of each method for es-
tablishing a Federal financial commitment
contained in such bill or resolution”.

(b) CoNFORMING AMENDMENT.—The second
sentence of subsection fa) of such section is
amended by striking out “estimates and
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comparison” and inserting in lieu thereof
“estimates, comparison, and description”,
SEC. 214. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE STUDY.

Title IV of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 is amended by inserting al the end
thereof the following new sections:

“STUDY BY THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE OF
FORMS OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL COMMITMENT
THAT ARE NOT REVIEWED ANNUALLY BY CON-
GRESS
“Sec. 405. The General Accounting Office

shall study those provisions of law which

provide spending authority as described by
section 401(c)i2) and which provide perma-
nent appropriations, and report to the Con-
gress ils recommendations for the appropri-
ate form of financing for activities or pro-
grams financed by such provisions not later
than eighteen months after the effective date
of this section. Such report shall be revised

Jrom time to time.

“OFF-BUDGET AGENCIES, PROGRAMS AND
ACTIVITIES

“Sec. 406. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, budget authority, credit
authority, and estimates of outlays and re-
ceipts for activities of the Federal budget
which are presently off-budget, including all
activities of the Federal Financing Bank,
the Rural Electrification Administration
and Telephone Revolving Fund and the
Rural Telephone Bank, the Strategic Petrole-
um Reserve Account, the United States Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation and the United
States Railway Association shall be includ-
ed in a budget submitted pursuant to sec-
tion 1105 of title 31, Uniled States Code, and
in a concurrent resolution on the budget re-
ported pursuant to section 301 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 and shall be
considered, for purposes of such Act, budget
authority, outlays, and spending authority
in accordance with definitions set forth in
such Act.

“fb) All receipts and disbursements of the
Federal Financing Bank with respect lo any
obligations which are issued, sold, or guar-
anteed by a Federal agency shall be treated
as a means of financing such agency for
purposes of section 1105 aof title 31, United
States Code, and for purposes of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974.

“fc) If any commitlee of either House re-
ports any bill containing a provision or pro-
visions having the effect of exempting any
department, agency, program or activity of
the United States Government from the pro-
visions of secltion 1105 of title 31, United
States Code, or the provisions of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, such bill shall
be referred to the Commitlee on Government
Operations in the House of Representatives
or to the Commilliee on Governmental Af-
Jairs in the Senate, and such Committee
shall have the jurisdiction lo report any bill
referred to it under this section with an
amendment or amendments, which change
or strike oul any such provision or provi-
sions.

“MEMBER USER GROUP

“Sec. 407. The Speaker of the House of
Representatives, after consulting with the
Minority Leader of such House, shall ap-
point a Member User Group for the purpose
of reviewing budgetary scorekeeping rules
and practices of the House and advising the
Speaker from time to time on the effect and
impact of such rules and practices. Esti-
mates made by the House Budget Commillee
under section 311 and section 312 shall be
made in accordance with such scorekeeping
rules and practices”.
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Subpart Ill—Additional Provisions to Improve
Budget Procedures
SEC. 221. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE.

fa) APPOINTMENT OF DIRECTOR.—Paragraph
f2) of section 201fa) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 is amended by striking
out “Committees on the Budget” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “committees”.

(b) REPORTING DATE.—Paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 202(f) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 is amended by striking out “April 1"
and inserting in lieu thereof “February 15”.

fc) ADDITIONAL REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—
Subsection (f) of section 202 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by in-
serting at the end thereof the following new
paragraphs:

“(3) On or before the first Monday after
January 3 of each year, the Director, after
consultation with the appropriale commil-
tees of the House of Representatives and
Senate, shall submit to the Congress a report
listing (A) all programs and activities
Sunded during the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30 of that calendar year for which
authorizations for appropriations have not
been enacted for that fiscal year, and (B) all
programs and activities for which authori-
zations for appropriations have been en-
acted for the fiscal year ending September 30
of that calendar year, but for which no au-
thorizations for appropriations have been
enacted for the fiscal year beginning Oclo-
ber 1 of that calendar year.

“{4) Baseline projections of permanent au-
thority prepared pursuant to this subsec-
tion, including but not limiled to revenues,
entitlements (including appropriated enti-
tlements), other mandatory spending, and
credit authority shall assume that current
laws continue unchanged, except for the ex-
tension of temporary provisions for which
continuation is routine. Baseline projec-
tions of discretionary appropriations shall
assume a continuation of current year fund-
ing with an adjustment for inflation, except
with respect to any report made under the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.”,

fd) Srupies.—Section 202 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by in-
serting at the end thereof the following new
subsections:

“th) Stupres.—The Director shall conduct
continuing studies to enhance comparisons
of budget outlays, credit authorily, and tax
expenditures.

“fi) Tax EXPENDITURES INVENTORY.—On or
before February 15 of each year, the Direc-
tor, after consultation with the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, shall submit to the Con-
gress an inventory of all provisions of law
providing tar expenditures and the items of
such inventory shall be regarded for pur-
poses of this Act as tax expenditures”,

SEC. 222. CURRENT SERVICES BUDGET.

The first sentence of section 605/a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amend-
ed by striking out “On or before November
10 of each year (beginning with 1975)” and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “On
or before the first Monday after January 3 of
each year (beginning with 1985)".

SEC. 223. STUDY OF OFF-BUDGET AGENCIES.

Section 606 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 is repealed.

SEC. 224, CHANGES IN FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

Section 802 of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Jollowing sentence: “Commitiees of the
House of Representatives and Senate shall
receive prompt notification of all such
changes”.
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SEC. 225. JURISDICTION OF COMMITTEE ON GOVERN-
MENT OPERATIONS.

Clause 1(j) of Rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives is amended by in-
serting after item (5) the following new
item:

“f6) Budgetary treatment of agencies or
programs referred lo the commillee pursu-
ant to section 406 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974”,

SEC. 226. CONTINUING STUDY OF CONGRESSIONAL
BUDGET PROCESS.

Clause 3 of Rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representalives is amended by in-
serting at the end thereof the following:

“fi) The Commiltee on Rules shall have
the function of reviewing and studying, on a
continuing basis, the congressional budget
process, and the committee shall, from time
to time, report its findings and recommen-
dations to the House”.

SEC. 227. EARLY ELECTION OF COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE.

Clause 6(a)(1) of Rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives is amended by
striking out “at” and by inserting in lieu
thereof “within the seventh calendar day be-
ginning after”, and by inserting at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “It shall
always be in order to consider resolutions
recommended by the respective parly cau-
cuses to change the composition of standing
committees”.

SEC. 228. RESCISSIONS AND TRANSFERS IN APPRO-
PRIATION BILLS.

fa) REscissioNs.—Clause 2(b) of Rule XXI
of the Rules of the House of Representatives
is amended by inserting before the period at
the end thereof the following: “, and except
rescissions of appropriations contained in
appropriation Acts”.

(b) Transrers.—Clause 6 of Rule XXI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end thereof the following: *, and shall
not apply to transfers of unexpended bal-
ances within the department or agency for
which they were originally appropriated, re-
POrteq‘ by the Commitlee on Appropria-

Subpart IV—Technical and Conforming
Amendments
SEC, 231. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents sel forth in section
1(b) of the Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974 with respect
to title I1I is amended to read as follows:

“TITLE III-CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
PROCESS

“Sec. 300. Timetable.

“Sec. 301. Annual adoption of concurrent
resolution on the budget.

“Sec. 302. Committee allocations.

“Sec. 303. Concurrent resolution on the
budget must be adopted before
legislation providing new
budget authority, new spending
authority, new credit authority
or changes in revenues or the
public debt limit is considered.

“Sec. 304. Permissible revisions of concur-
rent resolutions on the budget.

“Sec. 305. Procedures relating to consider-
ation of concurrent resolutions
on the budget.

“Sec. 306. Legislation dealing with congres-
sional budget must be handled
by budget committees.

“Sec. 307. House committee action on all ap-
propriation bills to be complet-
ed by June 10.

“Sec. 308. Reports, summaries, and projec-
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tions of congressional budget
actions.

“Sec. 309. House approval of regular appro-
priation bills.

“Sec. 310. Reconciliation.

“Sec. 311. New budget authority, new spend-
ing authority, new credit au-
thority, and revenue legislation
must be within appropriate
levels.

“Sec. 312. Committee allocation controls™.

SEC. 232. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING

AMENDMENTS.

(a) TaBLE oF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents set forth in section 1(b) of the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 is amended by—

(1) striking out the item relating to section
402 and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing new item.

“Sec. 402. Legislation providing new credil
authority.”;
(2) inserting after the item relating to sec-
tion 404 the jollowing new ilems:

“Sec. 405. Study by the General Accounting
Office of forms of Federal fi-
nancial commilment that are
not reviewed annually by Con-
gress.

“Sec. 406. Off-budget agencies, programs,
and activities.

“Sec. 407. Member user group.’; and

(3) striking out the item relating to section
606.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (4)
of section 3 of the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 is amend-
ed—

(1) by adding “and” after the semicolon at
the end of subparagraph (A);

(2) by striking out subparagraph (B); and

f3) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (B).

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Subparagraph
(2) of clause 4(b) of rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives is amended by
striking out ‘first concurrent resolution”
and inserting in lieu thereof “concurrent
resolutions”™.

fd) TecHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Clause 4(g) of
rule X of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives is amended by striking out
“March 15" and inserting in lieu thereof
“February 25".

fe) TecunicaL AMENDMENT.—Clause 2(L)(1)
of rule X1 of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives is amended—

(1) by striking out “fexcept as provided in
subdivision (C))" in subparagraph (A) there-
of; and

12) by repealing subparagraph (C) thereof.

f) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Clause
2(1)(3)(B) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives is amended by in-
serting “(1)” after “section 308(a)” and by
striking out “new budget authorily or new
or increased tar expenditures” and inserting
in lieu thereof “new budget authority (other
than continuing appropriations), new
spending authority described in section
401(c)(2) of such Act, new credit authority,
or an increase or decrease in revenues or tax
expenditures”.

(g) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Rule XLIX of
the Rules of the House of Representatives is
amended by striking out “, 304, or 310" in
clause 1 and inserting in lieu thereof “or
304"
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PART B—BUDGET SUBMITTED BY THE
PRESIDENT
SEC. 241. SUBMISSION OF PRESIDENT'S BUDGET;
MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNT MAY NOT
BE EXCEEDED.

fa) SuBmissiON OF PRESIDENT'S BUDGET.—
The first sentence of section 1105(a) of title
31, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out “During the first 15 days of each reg-
ular session of Congress” and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “On or before the
first Monday after January 3 of each year”.

fb) LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS.—Sub-
section (a) of such section is amended by in-
serting after the second sentence thereaf the

SJollowing new sentence: “Not later than lwo

weeks after submission of the budgetl, the

Office of Management and Budget shall

submit to Congress the text of legislation

necessary to implement budget proposals af-
fecting revenues and spending authority as
described in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Con-

gressional Budget Act of 1974".

(c) Maxmeum DEFICIT AMOUNT MaY NoT BE
Exceepep.—Section 1105 of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection.

“ff)(1) The budget transmitied pursuant to
subsection (a) for a fiscal year shall be pre-
pared on the basis of the best estimates then
available, in such a manner as to ensure
that the deficit for such fiscal year shall not
exceed the marimum deficit amount speci-
fied for such fiscal year in section 3(7) of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974.

“f2) The deficit set forth in the budget so
transmitted for any fiscal year shall not
exceed the marimum deficit amount speci-
fied for such fiscal year in section 3(7) of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, with budget outlays and
Federal revenues at such levels as the Presi-
dent may consider most desirable and feasi-
ble.

“(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) shall not apply
if a declaration of war by the Congress is in
effect.”.

SEC. 242. SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET ESTIMATES AND

CHANGES.

(@) CHANGE IN DATE OF SuBMmissION.—The
first sentence of section 1106(b) of title 31 of
the United States Code is amended by strik-
ing out “April 11 and”.

(b) REVISIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL SUMMA-
RIES.—Section 1106 of title 31 of such Code is
further amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new subsection’

“fc) Subsection (f) of section 1105 shall
apply to revisions and supplemental sum-
maries submitted under this section to the
same extent that such subsection applies to
the budget submitted under section 1105(a)
to which such revisions and summaries
relate.”.

SEC. 243. CURRENT SERVICES BUDGET.

The first sentence of section 1109(a) of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by
striking out “Before November 11 of each
year” and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “On or before the first Monday after
January 3 of each year”.

PART C—EMERGENCY POWERS TO ELIMI-
NATE DEFICITS IN EXCESS OF MAXIMUM
DEFICIT AMOUNT

SEC. 251. REPORTING OF EXCESS DEFICITS.

(a) INITIAL ESTIMATES, DETERMINATIONS, AND
CBO REPORT.—

1) In GENERAL.—The Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office (hereafter in this
part referred to as the “Director”) shall with
respect to any fiscal year—

(4) estimate the levels of total revenues
and budget outlays that may be anticipated
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Jor such fiscal year as of August 15 of the
calendar year in which such fiscal year
begins for as of the 9th day after the enact-
ment of this Act in the case of the fiscal year
1986/,

(B) determine whether the deficit for such
fiscal year will exceed the maximum deficit
amount for such fiscal year and whether
such excess 1will be grealer than
$10,000,000,000, and

(C) estimate the ralte of real ecomomic
growth that will occur during such fiscal
vear.

(2) REPORT.—The Director shall report to
the President and to the Congress on August
20 of the calendar year in which such fiscal
year begins (or on the 14th day after the date
of the enactment of this Act in the case of
the fiscal year 1986), identifying the amount
of any excess, stating whether such excess is
greater than $10,000,000,000, specifying the
estimated rate of real economic growth for
such fiscal year and whether the estimate in-
cludes two or more consecutive quarters of
negative economic growth, and specifying,
by program, project, activity, or account, the
percentages by which automatic spending
increases and controllable expenditures
(whether or not such increases and expendi-
tures are included in the totals of the budget
of the United States Government) must be
reduced during such fiscal year in order to
eliminate any such excess. Such report must
specify (with respect to the fiscal year in-
volved)—

(A) the new automatic spending increase
in the case of each program providing for
such increases;

(B) the manner in which reductions are to
be made under the program (with an exrpla-
nation of the percentage to be applied in
making such reductions) in the case of med-
icare, child support enforcement, and guar-
anteed student loans; and

(C) the percentage reduction in outlays in
each direct spending program, in new
budget authority in the case of each discre-
tionary account, in new loan guarantee
commilments, in new direct loan obliga-
tions, and in accounts controlled by limita-
tions or obligational ceilings.

(3) ESTIMATES, DETERMINATIONS, AND SPECIFI-
cATIONS.—The estimates, determinations,
and specifications of the Director under
paragraphs (1) and (2) and under subsection
fe)—

(A) shall be made by the Director in con-
sultation with the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget; and

(B) shall utilize the baseline, crileria, and
guidelines set forth in paragraph (4), in sec-
tion 254, and in the other relevant provi-
sions of this part (using the same economic
and technical assumptions as those which
were used in the Director’s August report in
making such estimates, determinations, and
specifications with respect to the fiscal year
1986).

f4) BUDGET BASELINE.—In computing the
percentages by which automatic spending
increases and controllable expenditures
fwhether or not included in the totals of the
budget of the United Staltes Government)
must be reduced during a fiscal year as set
Jorth in any report required under this sub-
section or subsection (c) for such fiscal year,
the budget baseline shall be determined by—

(A) assuming current law for revenues, en-
titlements, and other mandatory spending;

(B) assuming the prior year's appropria-
tions for discretionary expenditures unless a
regular appropriation or a continuing ap-
propriation for the entire fiscal year has
been enacted;
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(C) assuming that expiring provisions of
law providing revenues, entitlements, and
other mandatory spending do expire, except
that excise taxes dedicated to a trust fund
and agricultural price support programs ad-
ministered through the Commodity Credit
Corporation would be extended at current
rates; and

(D) assuming (i) that Federal pay adjust-
ments for statutory pay systems will be as
recommended by the President, but in no
case will be less than zero, and (ii) that med-
icare spending levels for inpatient hospital
services will be based upon the regulations
most recently issued by the Health Care Fi-
nancing Adminisiration pursuant to sec-
tions 1886(bJ)(3)/B), 1886(dJ)i3)(A), and
1886(e)(4) of the Social Security Act.

(5) ORDER NOT REQUIRED IF CONGRESSIONAL
ACTION HAS BEEN TAKEN TO ELIMINATE THE DEFI-
cIt.—If by August 15 of the calendar year in
which a fiscal year begins the Congress
(with respect to that fiscal year) has agreed
to a concurrent resolution on the budget,
completed action on one or more reconcilia-
tion bills, and completed action on all regu-
lar appropriation bills, the Director (before
submiltting a report under this section) shall
determine whether (using updated economic
assumptions) the excess deficit identified as
described in paragraph (2) would be elimi-
nated under the congressional actions so
taken. If the Director determines that such
ercess deficit has in fact been so eliminated
or would be eliminated upon the enactment
of such reconciliation bill or bills and such
regular appropriation bills, the report sub-
mitted under this section with respect to the
fiscal year involved shall so state and no
order shall be issued under section 252 with
respect to that fiscal year.

(b) GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE REPORT.—
On or before Sepltember 15 of the calendar
vear (excepl for the calendar year 1985) in
which the fiscal year begins and in which
the President has issued an order under sec-
tion 252(a) on the basis of the Director’s
report under subsection (a), the Comptroller
General shall report to the Congress on the
extent to which such order embodies the de-
terminations and specifications contained
in such report, with particular reference to
whether or not the reductions made by such
order are uniform and applicable across the
board as required by this part, either certify-
ing that the order fully and accurately em-
bodies such determinations and specifica-
tions or indicating the respects in which it
does not.

fc) REVISED ESTIMATES, DETERMINATIONS,
AND CBO REPORT.—On October 5 of the
fiscal year (or before December 15 in the
case of the fiscal year 1986), the Director
shall submit to the Presidenit and the Con-
gress a revised repori—

(1) indicating whether and to what extent,
as a resultl of laws enacted after the submis-
sion of the initial report under subsection
fa) of this section, the excess deficit idenli-
JSied in the report submitted under such sub-
section has been reduced or eliminated, and

(2) adjusting the determinations made
under subsection (a) to the extent necessary.
The revised report submitted under this sub-
section shall be based on the same economic
and technical assumptions as those used in
the report submitled wunder subsection
fa)(2), but shall take into account informa-
tion which may have become available such
as the levels of automatic spending in-
creases and the medicare increase rates.

fd) ExceprrioN.—The preceding provisions
of this section shall not apply if a declara-
tion of war by the Congress is in effecl.
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SEC. 252. PRESIDENTIAL ORDER.

fa) IssuANCE oF INITIAL ORDER.—(1) On
September 1 following the submission of the
report the Direclor under section
251(a)(2) which identifies an amount great-
er than $10,000,000,000 ($0 in the case of the
fiscal year 1986) by which the deficit for a
fiscal year will exceed the marimum deficit
amount for such fiscal year (or on the 14th
day after the submission by the Director of
the report under section 251(a)(2) in the
case of the fiscal year 1986), the President,
subject to the eremptions, exceptions, limi-
tations, and special rules set forth in sec-
tions 253 and 254, shall eliminate the full
amount of the deficil excess by issuing an
order that—

fA) notwithstanding the Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, eliminates one-half of
such excess by modifying or suspending the
operation of each provision of Federal law
that would (but for such order) regquire an
automatic spending increase to take effect
during such fiscal year, in such a manner as
to reduce by a uniform percentage (not
below zero) the automatic spending increase
under each such provision;

(B) reduces outlays under the foster care
and adoption assistance programs, the guar-
anteed student loan program, and the med-
icaid program in the manner more particu-
larly described in subsections (g), (j), and (o)
of section 254, but not by more than the per-
centage reductions to be applied under sub-
paragraph (C); and

(C) eliminates the remainder of such
excess by sequestering outlays for direct
spending programs, new budget authorily,
new direct loan obligations, and obligation
limitations—

(i) for funds provided in annual appro-
priatlions Acts, from each affected program,
project, and activily (as defined in the most
recently enacted applicable appropriations
Acts and accompanying commillee reports
Jor the program, project, or activity in ques-
tion—including joint resolutions providing
continuing appropriations and commitlee
reports accompanying Acts referenced in
such resolutions) or from each affected
budget account if not so defined, and

ii) for funds not provided in annual ap-
propriations Acts, from each budget account
activity as identified in the program and fi-
nancing schedules contained in the appen-
dix to the Budget of the United States,

with the resulting reduction being propor-
tional to total outlays in the case of direct
spending programs and to new budget au-
thority, new loan guarantee committees,
new direct loan obligations, or obligation
limitations in the case of discretionary pro-
grams.
The percentage reduction for programs de-
scribed in subparagraph (C) shall be calcu-
lated in the following manner. The outlay
reductions made in the programs described
in subparagraphs (A) and (B) shall be sub-
tracted from the total required outlay reduc-
tions, and this amount shall then be divided
by the total controllable expenditures in the
accounts under subparagraph (C). The ralio
§0 derived shall be applied to reduce new
budget authority, new loan guarantee com-
mitments, new direct loans, obligation limi-
tations, and outlays for direct spending pro-
grams described in subparagraph (CJ): Pro-
vided, That for the purposes of sequestration
of new budget authority for the Department
of Defense-Military the procedure shall be as
JSollows:

(I) The aggregate reduction in outlays for
all controllable expenditures of the Depart-
ment of Defense-Military, calculated in ac-
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cordance with this paragraph, shall be com-
puted.

(II) The identical amount of outlay reduc-
tions so computed shall be distributed
across the affected budget accounts of the
Department of Defense-Military in the pro-
portion that total outlays for each budget
account bears to total outlays for the De-
partment of Defense-Military.

(I11) Such amounts of new budget author-
ity from each affected program, project, and
activity, or budget account, of the Depart-
ment of Defense-Military shall be seques-
tered as shall be necessary to reduce outlays
for that budget account with proportional
reductions in programs, projects, and activi-
ties by the amount determined under subdi-
vision (I1).

The order must embody and follow the deter-
minations, percentages, and other specifica-
tions set forth in the report submitted under
section 251(a), and must be consistent with
such report.

f2) At the time the actions described in
paragraph (1) with respect to any fiscal year
are taken, the President shall transmit to
both Houses of the Congress a message iden-
tifying—

(4) the total amount and the percentage
by which each automatic spending increase
program as defined in section 255(1) is to be
reduced for that fiscal year pursuant to
paragraph (1)(A);

(B) the total amount and the percentage
by which the foster care, adoption assist-
ance, and guaranteed student loan pro-
grams are to be reduced pursuant to the pro-
visions of subsections (g) and (j) of section
254;

(C) the base from which the reduction is
taken, the amount of the outlays for direct
spending programs, new budget authority,
new loan guarantee commitments, new
direct loan obligations, and obligation limi-
tations as appropriate which are to be se-
questered for that fiscal year from each pro-
gram, project, and activily or budget ac-
counts for which funds are provided in
annual appropriation Acts, or otherwise
Jrom each budget account activity as identi-
fied in the program and financing schedules
contained in the Appendix to the Budget of
the United States Government pursuant to
paragraph (1)(C); and

(D) such other supporting details as the
President may determine to be appropriate.

Upon receipt in the Senate and the House of
Representatives, the message (and any ac-
companying proposals made under subsec-
tion (c)) shall be referred to all committees
with jurisdiction over programs, projects,
and activities affected by it

f3) The order issued by the President
under paragraph (1) shall be effective as of
October 1 of the fiscal year involved (or as
of the 30th day after the date of the issuance
of such order in the case of the fiscal year
1986), and the President shall withhold from
obligation (pending the issuance of his final
order under subsection (b)) any amounts
that are to be sequestered under such order;
except that for the month of October (or for
the first full calendar month after the issu-
ance of the order in the case of the fiscal
vear 1986) the President shall not withhold
fand shall not recoup) any portion of any
such amount which represents an automatic
spending increase becoming effective on Oec-
tober 1 (or on the first day of such first full
calendar month) and with respect to which
the adjustments required by the order
cannot be accomplished prior to the end of
that month. Reductions pursuant to the
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order shall be made with respect to automat-
ic spending increase programs within 15
days, but in no case shall recoupment occur
if reduction does not begin within this
period.

(b) IssuaNCE OF FiNaL ORDER.—(1) On Octo-
ber 10 of the fiscal year (or on December 20
in the case of the fiscal vear 1986), aster the
receipl of the revised report submitted by the
Director under section 251(c), the President
shall issue a final order under this section to
eliminate the full amount of the deficit
ercess as identified by the Direclor in the re-
vised report submitted under section 251fc)
but only to the extent and in the manner
provided in such report The order issued
under this subsection shall include the same
reductions as the initial order issued under
subsection (a), adjusted lo the extent neces-
sary to take account of the percentage reduc-
tions determined by the Director in the re-
vised report submitted under section 251(c),
and shall be made in accordance with the
same criteria and guidelines as those which
were used in the issuance of such initial
order under subsection (a).

(2) Subject to paragraph (3), the final
order issued by the President under para-
graph (1) shall become effective, lo the
ertent that it modifies the inilial order
issued under subsection (a), on October 15
of the fiscal year to which it applies (or on
the 30th day after the date of the report sub-
mitted under section 251fc) in the case of
the fiscal year 1986, with the reductions re-
quired by such order being prorated on the
basis of the number of remaining Sfull
months in such fiscal year). Any modifica-
tion or suspension by such order of the oper-
ation of a provision of law that would fbut
for such order) require an automatic spend-
ing increase to take effect during the fiscal
vear shall apply for the one-year period be-
ginning with the date on which such auto-
matic increase would have (laken effect
during such fiscal year (but for such order).

(3) If the revised report submitted by the
Director under section 251(c) (on which the
President’s final order under this subsection
is based) indicates that legislative actions
have reduced the excess deficit identified in
the initial report of the Director submittled
under section 251(a) to $10,000,000,000 or
less ($0 in the case of the fiscal year 1986),
the order issued under this subsection shall
so state and no reductions or sequestrations
shall become effective fas a result of the
order) for the fiscal year involved; and any
amounts withheld pursuant to the initial
order shall be restored.

(4) For purposes of applying this section
and section 251 with respect to the fiscal
year 1986, the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representalives and
the Senate may define the term “program,
project, and activily”, with respect to mat-
ters within their jurisdiction, for purposes
of implementing the provisions of this sec-
tion with respect to the fiscal year 1986. The
order issued by the President shall sequester
funds in accordance with such definitions.

fc) PROPOSAL OF ALTERNATIVES.—A message
transmitted pursuant to subsection (al)(2)
with respect to a fiscal year may be accom-
panied by a proposal setting forth in full
detail alternative ways to reduce the deficit
Jor such fiscal year to an amount not greal-
er than the marxrimum deficit amount for
such fiscal year.

fd) REQUIREMENT THAT REDUCTIONS BE UNI-
FORM AND PROPORTIONAL.—Any order issued
by the President under this section shall be
invalid wunless it reduces all programs,
projects, and activities covered by subsec-
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tion falJfi)Me), by a wuniform percentage
except that programs, projects, and activi-
ties of the Department of Defense shall be re-
duced according to the provisions of subsec-
tion rfa)(1); and such order shall have no
effect upon any program, project, or activity
unless it reduces all programs, projects, and
activities proportionately.

SEC. 253. EXEMPT PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES.

(a) SociaL SECURITY BENEFITS AND TIER 1
RAILROAD RETIREMENT BENEFITS.—Increases
in benefits payabdle under the old-age, survi-
vors, and disability insurance program es-
tablished under title II of the Social Security
Act, or in benefils payable under section
3(a), 3(f)(3), 4(a), or 4(f) of the Railroad Re-
tirement Act of 1974, shall not be considered
“automatic spending increases” for pur-
poses of this title; and no reduction in out-
lays for any such increase, or for any of the
benefils involved, shall be made under any
order issued under this part

fb) NET INTEREST.—Oultlays for netl interest
shall not be considered controllable expendi-
tures for purposes of this title, and no reduc-
tion in outlays for payment of such interest
shall be made under any order issued under
this part.

fc) EARNED INcoME Tax CREDIT.—Payments
to individuals made pursuant to section 32
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 shall
be exempt from reduction under any order
issued under this part.

fd) OTHER PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES.—The
Sollowing budget accounts and actlivilies
shall be exempt from reduction under any
order issued under this part:

(1) Claims and judgments against the
Government, including—

Claims, defense (97-0102-0-1-051);

Claims, judgments and other relief actls
(20-1895-0-1806);

Eastern Indian Land Claims Settlement
Fund (14-2202-0-1-806);

Soldiers and Airmen’s Home, payment of
claims (84-8930-0-7-705);

Payment of Vietnam and USS Pueblo pris-
oner-of-war claims (15-0104-0-1-153);

(2) Salaries of judges (10-0200-0-1-752)
fnot including any portion of compensation
which would result from increases in com-
pensation above the levels in effect immedi-
ately prior to the effective date of this sec-
tion);

(3) Compensation of the President (11-
0001-0-1-802);

(4) Federal credit guarantee and insur-
ance program (including outlays resulting
from commitments in effect prior to the ef-
Jfective date of any order issued pursuani to
section 252);

Veterans’ Administration loan guaranty
revolving fund (36-4025-0-3-704);

Agriculture Credit Insurance Fund (12-
4140-0-3-351);

AID, housing and other guarantee pro-
grams (72-4340-0-3-151);

Overseas Private Investment Corporation
(71-4030-0-3-151);

Rural Development Insurance Fund (12-
4155-0-3-452);

International Trade Administration oper-
ations and administration (13-1250-0-1-
376);

Economic Development Revolving Fund
(13-4406-0-3-452);

Government National Mortgage Associa-
tion, guarantees of mortgage-backed securi-
ties (86-4238-0-3-371);

Federal Housirg Administration Fund
(86-4070-0-3-371);

Credit Union share insurance fund (25-
4468-0-3-371);

Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Cor-
poration fund (82-4037-0-3-371);
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Credit union share insurance fund (25-
4468-0-3-371);

Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation
Jund (16-4204-0-3-601);

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation fund
(12-4085-0-3-351);

Federal Aviation Administration, Avia-
tion Insurance Revolving Fund (69-4120-0-
3-402);

Maritime Administration.

War-risk insurance revolving fund (69-
4302-0-3-403);

Small Business Administration:

Lease guarantees revolving fund (73-4157-
0-3-376);

Surety bond guarantees revolving fund
(73-4156-0-3-376);

Ezxport-Import Bank of the United States,
ii;;:taﬁon of program activity (83-4027-0-3-
Federal Emergency Management Agency.

National insurance development fund (58-
4235-0-3-451);

3 _J‘\Fsasttoual; flood insurance fund (58-4236-0-

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, salaries
and expenses (31-0200-0-1-276);

Check Forgery Insurance Fund (20-4109-
0-3-803);

Rural electric and (elephone revolving
Sund (12-4230-2-2-271);

Communily Development
guarantees (86-0162-0-1-451);

Railroad rehabilitation and improvement
financing fund (69-4411-0-3-401);

h g;}mmeﬁc Fuels Corporation (20-0112-0-1-

Small Business Administration—business
loan insurance fund (73-4154-0-3-376);

Small Business Administration—pollution
control equipment coniract guarantee re-
volving fund (73-4147-0-3-376);

Low-rent public housing—loans and other
expenses (86-4098-0-3-604);

” _.:‘gcsleml Ship Financing Fund (69-4301-0-
I

Geothermal Resources Development Fund
(89-0206-0-1-271);

Federal Ship Financing—fishing vessels
(13-4417-0-3-376);

R;tml housing insurance fund (12-4141-0-
3-371);

Indian Loan Guarantee and Insurance
Fund (14-4410-0-3-452);

Rail service assistance (69-0122-0-1-401);

Tennessee Valley Authority—Seven States
Energy Corporation;

Ezxzport-Import Bank (83-4027-0-3-155);

Federal insurance programs:

Veterans' Administration:

Servicemen’s Group Life Insurance Fund
(36-4009-0-3-701);

United States Government life insurance
Sund (36-8150-0-7-701);

National service life insurance fund (36-
8132-0-7-701);

Service-disabled veterans life insurance
Jund (36-4012-0-3-701);

Veterans’ special life insurance fund (36-
8455-0-8-701);

Veterans' reopened insurance fund (36-
4010-0-3-701);

Employees life insurance fund;

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
(51-8419-0-8-371);

f5) Payments to trust funds, including—

Payments to the Foreign Service Retire-
ment and Disability Fund (11-1036-0-1-153
and 19-0540-0-1-153);

Payments to health care trust funds (75-
0580-0-1-572);

Federal payment to the railroad retire-
ment account (60-0113-0-1-601);

Grant loan
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Payments to social security trust funds
(75-0404-0-1-571);

Payments to the Civil Service Retirement
and Disability Fund (24-0200-0-1-805);

Payments to military retirement fund (97-
0040-0-1-054);

Payment to State and Local Government
g;;tja! Assistance Trust Fund (20-2111-0-1-

Payments to trust funds from excise taxes
or other receipts properly creditable to such
trust funds;

(6) Funds held for other governments and
entities, including—

Foreign military sales trust fund (11-8242-
0-7-155);

Bureau of Indian Affairs miscellaneous
trust funds, tribal funds (14-9973-0-7-999);

District of Columbia appropriations to the
extent they are appropriations of locally
raised funds;

(7) Federal financing operations—
Isssfchange stabilization fund (20-4444-0-3-

Coinage profit fund (20-5811-0-2-803);

(8) Other—

Offsetting receipts and collections;

3 ;gmnt to copyright owners (03-5175-0-
6);

Health Education Loans
5§53);

Health Professions Graduate Student
Loan Insurance Fund (75-4305-0-3-553);

Postal Service Fund (18-4020-8-3-372);

Tennessee Valley Authorily power pro-
gram borrowing authority (64-4110-0-3-
999);

(9) Outlays resulting from private dona-
tions, bequests, or voluntary contributions
to the Government;

(10) Intragovernmental funds, including
those from which the outlays are derived
primarily from resources paid in from other
government accounts, except to the extent
such funds are covered by direct appropria-
tions for the fiscal year during which an
order is in effect.

fe) Low-INCOME PROGRAMS.—The following
programs shall be exempt from reduction
under any order issued under this part:

Food stamp program (12-3505-0-1-605);

Supplemental Security Income Program
(75-0406-0-1-609);

Aid to families with dependent children
(75-0412-0-1-609);

Child nutrition (12-3539-0-1-605);

Veterans' compensation (36-0153-0-1-701);

Veterans' pensions (36-0154-0-1-701);

Community health centers (75-0350-0-1-
550);

Migrant health (75-0350-0-1-550);

Women, infants, and children programs
(WIC and CSFP) (12-3510-0-1-605);

SEC. 254, EXCEPTIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND SPECIAL
RULES.

fa) ADDITIONAL SEQUESTRATION REQUIRED
WHEN AUTOMATIC SPENDING INCREASES WoOULD
OTHERWISE BE REDUCED BELOW ZERO.—If, in
order to reduce by one-half the amount by
which the deficit for a fiscal year exceeds the
mazximum deficit amount for such fiscal
year, actions wunder section 252(al)(1)MA)
would require the reduction of automalic
spending increases below zero, then, in order
not to require such reductions below zero,
the remaining amount shall be achieved
through reductions under section
252(a)(1)(B) and section 252(a)(1)(C).

(b) ExisTING PROGRAMS, PROJECTS, AND Ac-
TIviTiES Nor To BE ELIMINATED.—No action
taken by the President under section 252(a)
shall have the effect of eliminating any pro-
gram, project, or activity of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

(75-4307-0-3-
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(c) INCREASES IN PARTICIPATION RATES.—In-
creases in Governmenti expenditures due fo
changes in participation rates shall not be
considered automatic spending increases for
purposes of this title; and outlays required
by increases in participation rates shall not
be considered “controllable expenditures” or
be subject to reduction under section 252(a).

(d) RELATIVE BUDGET PriORITIES NoT TO BE
ALTERED.—Nothing in subparagraph (A) or
(B) of section 252(a)(1) shall be construed to
give the President new authority to alter the
relative priorities in the Federal budget that
are established by law, and no person who is
or becomes eligible for benefits under any
provision of law shall be denied eligibility
by Eeaaon of any order issued under this
par

{e) EFFECT OF REDUCTIONS AND SEQUESTRA-
TIONS.—

(1) REDUCTIONS OF AUTOMATIC SPENDING IN-
CREASES.—(A) If an automatic spending in-
crease otherwise taking effect under any
program during a fiscal year is reduced as
described in section 252(a)(1)(A4) through the
suspension or modification (by an order
issued under section 252) of the law requir-
ing it, the full amount of such increase shall
nevertheless be deemed to have taken effect
in accordance with such law for purposes of
determining the amount of the benefits in-
volved under such program during the suc-
ceeding fiscal year.

(B) If an order is issued under section 252
Sor the fiscal year immediately succeeding a
fiscal year described in subparagraph (A)
and the automatic spending increase taking
effect under the program involved during
such succeeding fiscal year is to be reduced
as described in section 252(a)(1)(A), such in-
crease, as determined after the application
of subparagraph (A), may be reduced under
the order (in accordance with the require-
ments of sections 251 and 252) by any
amount not exceeding the sum of (i) the
amount of the reduction in the automatic
spending increase which was made for the
vear described in subparagraph (4), and (ii)
the full amount of the automatic spending
increase which would otherwise take effect
during such succeeding fiscal year.

(C) No automatic spending increase which
becomes effective in accordance with the
law requiring it fexcept an increase allowed
pursuant to section 252(a)(3)), and no part
of such an automatic spending increase
which (motwithstanding the issuance of an
order under section 252 for the fiscal year
involved) becomes effective in accordance
with such law, shall be subject to any reduc-
tion or further reduction under an order
subsequently issued pursuant to section 252
except as provided in subparagraph (B).

(2) SEQUESTRATIONS.—Any amount of out-
lays for direct spending programs, new
budget authority, new loan guarantee com-
mitments, new direct loan obligations, and
obligation limitations which is sequestered
as described in section 252(a)(1) (B) or (C)
pursuant to an order issued under section
252 is permanently cancelled, with the ex-
ception of amounts sequestered in irust
Junds, which shall remain in the trust funds
and become available in accordance with
applicable law at the expiration of the se-
questration period.

(f) Prior-YEArR OBLIGATIONS.—Outlays for
prior-year obligations shall not be consid-
ered ‘“controllable expenditures” or be sub-
Jject to reduction under this part.

(g) EFFECT OF ORDERS ON THE GUARANTEED
STUDENT LoAN PROGRAM.—(1) Any reductions
in new outlays which are required to be ob-
tained from the student loan programs oper-
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ated pursuant lo part B of title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1965, as a conse-
quence of an order issued pursuant to sec-
tion 252, shall be obtained equally from the
application of the measures described in
paragraphs (2) and (3).

f2) For any loan made during the period
beginning on the dale thail an order issued
under section 252 takes effect with respect to
a fiscal year and ending at the end of such
fiscal year, the rate used in computing the
special allowance payment pursuant lo sec-
tion 438(b)(2)(A)iii) of such Act for each of
the first four special allowance payments for
such loan shall be reduced by not more than
the lesser of—

(A) 0.40 percent, or

(B) the percentage by which such rate ex-
ceeds 3 percent,

with the resulting figure then being multi-
plied by the reduction percentage applicable
to automatic spending increases under sec-
tion 252(al)(1)(A).

(3) For any loan made during the period
beginning on the date that an order issued
under section 252 takes effect with respect to
a fiscal year and ending at the end of such
fiscal year, the origination fee which is au-
thorized to be collected pursuant to section
438(c)(2) of such Act shall be increased by
not more than 0.50 percent, with the result-
ing figure then being multiplied by the re-
duction percentage applicable to automatic
spending increases under section
252(a)(1)(A)

fh) SPECIAL RULES FOR MEDICARE FPRO-
GRrRAM.—In applying section 252(a)(1) in the
case of the health insurance programs under
title X VIII of the Social Security Act—

(1) only paragraph (1)(A), and not para-
graph (1)(B) or (1)(C), of such section shall
apply; and

(2) in applying paragreph (1)(4) of such
section, the only provisions of such title
which are considered to require an automat-
ic spending increase are the following:

(4) The provisions section
1886(b)(3)(BJ), 1886(d)(3)(A), and 1886fe)fd)
of such title (relating to increases in pay-
ment amounts for inpatient hospital serv-
ices), to the extent that regulations issued
pursuant to those provisions permift any
percentage increase.

(B) The provisions of section 1842(b) of
such title relating to payment for physi-
cians’ services, to the extent they permit an
annual increase in the medical economic
inder (referred to in the fourth sentence of
such section).

(i) TREATMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCE-
MENT PROGRAM.—Any order issued by the
President under section 252 shall accom-
plish the full amount of any required reduc-
tion in expenditures under the child support
enforcement program (established by part D
of title IV of the Social Security Act) by re-
ducing the Federal matching rate for State
administrative costs under such program, as
specified (for the fiscal year involved) in
section 455(a) of such Act, to the extent nec-
essary (as provided in the report submilted
under section 251 of this Act) to reduce such
expenditures by that amount.

(j) TREATMENT OF FOSTER CARE AND ADOP-
TION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Any order
issued by the President under section 252
shall make the reduction which is otherwise
required in erpenditures under the foster
care and adoption assistance programs (es-
tablished by part E of title IV of the Social
Security Act) only with respect to payments
and erxpenditures made by States in which
increases in foster care maintenance pay-
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ment rates or adoption assistance payment
rates (or both) are to take effect during the
Jfiscal year involved, and only lo the extent
that the required reduction can be accom-
plished by applying a uniform percentage
reduction in the Federal matching payments
that each such State would otherwise receive
under section 474 of that Act (for such fiscal
vear) for that portion of the State’s pay-
ments which is attributable to the increases
taking effect during that year.

(k) FEpeErAL Pay.—For purposes of any
order issued under section 252, Federal pay
under a statutory pay system (within the
meaning of section 5301ic) of title 5, United
States Codel shall be treated as constituting
a controllable expenditure and shall be sub-
ject to reduction under the order in the same
manner as other administrative exrpense
components of the Federal budgetl; except
that no such order may reduce or have the
effect of reducing the rate of pay to which
any individual is entlitled under any such
statutory pay system. Program managers
should implement methods of realizing the
savings required under o sequesiration
order other than Jfurloughing personnel,
which should only be implemented if the
other methods are insufficient.

1) TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS AND ADVANCES
Mapg WiTH RESPECT TO UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION PROGRAMS.—For purposes of sec-
tion 252(a)(1)(C)—

(1) any amount paid to a State from its
account in the Unemployment Trust Fund
established by section 904 of the Social Secu-
rity Act and any advance made lo a Stale
from the Federal unemployment account in
such Fund under title XII of such Act, and
any advance made to the Federal unemploy-
ment account from the general fund of the
Treasury, shall not be subject to sequestra-
tion, and

(2) any amount—

fA) paid to a State for benefits under sec-
tion 204 of the Federal-State Extended Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1970, or

(B) made available for administrative ex-
penditures in accordance with section
901(c) of the Social Security Act,
shall be subject to sequestration.

fmJ) TREATMENT OF MINE WORKER DISABILITY
COMPENSATION INCREASES AS AUTOMATIC
SPENDING INCREASES.—An order issued by the
President under section 252 may not result
in eliminating or reducing an increase in
disability benefits under the Federal Mine
Safety and Health Act except in the manner
provided for automatic spending increases
under section 252(a)(1)(4), and no such in-
crease may, pursuant to such section, be re-
duced below zero.

fn) Commoprry CREDIT CORPORATION LOANS
AND GUARANTEED STUDENT LoOANS.—This title
shall not restrict the Commodity Credit Cor-
poralion in the discharge of ils authority
and responsibility as a corporation to buy
and sell commodities in world trade, to use
the proceeds as a revolving fund to meet
other obligations and otherwise operate as a
corporation, the purpose for which it was
created. Payments and loan eligibility under
any contract entered into with a producer
by the Commodily Credit Corporation and
any guaranteed student loan approved prior
to the time a sequestration order has been
issued shall not be reduced by a sequestira-
tion order subsequently issued, but any con-
tract entered into after a sequestration order
has been issued for the applicable fiscal
vear, by which the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration and entities providing Federal guar-
antees for student loans shall agree to make
payments out of an entitlement account to
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any person, lender, or guaranlee entily,
shall be deemed Lo be conltrollable expendi-
tures and shall be subject to reduction under
the Presidential order: Provided, That the
reduction in the level of commodily price
support programs, supported through the
Commodity Credit Corporation, shall not
exceed a uniform percentage of reduction
specified for those programs in the order.

fo) SpPeciaL RULES FOR MEDicaip Pro-
GrAM.—In applying section 252(al(1) in the
case of the program of grants to States for
medical assistance under title XIX of the
Social Securily Act—

(1) only paragraph (1)(A), and not para-
graph (1)(B) or (1)(C), of such section shall
apply; and

f2) in applying paragraph (1)(A) of such
section, the only provisions of such tille
which are considered to require an automat-
ic spending increase are the provisions of
sections 1902(a)(13MA) and 1903fa)il) of
such title, and only to the extent that an in-
crease in Federal payments to a State would
otherwise occur under section 1903fal(1) of
such title as a result of an increase in pay-
ment rates established by a State with re-
spect to the rate established for the previous
fiscal year for inpatient hospital services or
as a result of an increase in an indexr used
by the State which applies to the rate of in-
crease in payment for physicians’ services
over the previous fiscal year.

SEC. 255. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title:

1) The term ‘“automatic spending in-
crease” fexcept as otherwise provided in sec-
tions 253 and 254) means spending in-
creases, indered directly, either appropri-
ated or contained in current law, under the
Sollowing Federal programs:

Military Relirement

Railroad Retirement Tier II

Civil Service Retirement

Veterans' Compensation

Federal Employees’ Compensation Act

Foreign Service Retirement

Public Health Service Retirement

Coast Guard Retirement

Black Lung Benefits

Special Benefits for Coal Miners

National Wool Act

Judiciary Survivors

Presidents’ Pension

CIA Retirement

Federal Reserve Board Retirement

Comptrollers General

TVA Retirement

Special Milk

Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’
Compensalion Benefils

Vocational Rehabilitation

Medicare

(2) The term “budget outlays” has the
meaning given to such term in section 3(1)
of the Congressional Budget and I'mpound-
ment Control Act of 1974.

(3) The term “concurrent resolution on the
budget” has the meaning given to such term
in section 3(4) of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974.

(4) The term "deficit” has the meaning
given to such term in section 3(6) of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974.

(5) The term “maximum deficit amount”
has the meaning given to such term in sec-
tion 3(7) or 3(8) of the Congressional Budget
and I'mpoundment Control Act of 1974.

f6) The term “real economic growth”
means, with respect to a fiscal year, the
nominal growth in the production of goods
and services during such fiscal year, adjust-
ed for inflation.
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(7) The term “controllable expenditures”
fexcept as otherwise provided in seclions
253 and 254) means the outlays that result
in the fiscal year involved (1) from new
budget authority for such fiscal year, (2)
Sfrom new direct loan obligations, (3) from
new obligations from trust or revolving
Junds, (4) from outlays in the case of direct
spending programs, and (5) from new loan
guarantee commiiments (excluding outllays
to cover defaults).

(8) The terms “sequester” and “sequestra-
tion™ mean the permanent cancellation of
budget authorily, obligation limitations, or
loan limitations, to the extent necessary to
reduce each controllable expenditure by a
uniform percentage.

PART D—BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF
SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS
SEC. 261. TREATMENT OF TRUST FUNDS.

(a) FiscAL YEARS 1986 THrROUGH 1992.—

(1) INn ceNERAL.—Section 710 of the Social
Security Act (as added by paragraph (1) of
subsection (a) of section 346 of the Social
Security Amendments of 1983) is amended—

(A) by striking out all beginning with
“the” the first place it appears down
through “Disability Insurance Trust Fund,
the” and inserting in lieu thereof “the;

(B) by striking out the comma after “Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund’;

fC) by striking out “sections 1401, 3101,
and 3111 and inserting in lieu thereaf
“1401(bJ), 3101(b), and 3111(b)";

(D) by redesignating all after the section
designation as subsection (b);

(E) by inserting after the section designa-
tion the following:

“fa) The receipts and disbursements of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Disability Insurance
Trust Fund, and the lares imposed under
sections 1401(a), 3101(a), and 3111(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, shall not be
included in the totals of the budget of the
United States Government as submitted by
the President or of the congressional budget
and shall be exempt from any general budget
limitation imposed by statute on expendi-
tures and net lending (budget outlays) of the
Uniled States Government.”; and

(F) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection’

“fe) No provision of law enacted after the
date of the enactment of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (other than a provision of an appro-
priation Act that appropriates funds author-
ized under the Social Security Act as in
effect on the date of enactment of the Bal-
anced Budgel and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985) may provide for payments

the general fund of the Treasury to the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund or the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund, or for payments from
either such Trust Fund to the general fund
of the Treasury.”.

(2) AppLicaTION.—The amendments made
by paragraph (1) shall apply with respect to
fiscal years beginning afier September 30,
1985, and ending before October 1, 1992.

(b) FiscAL YEAR 1993 AND THEREAFTER.—
Section 710(a) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 911 note), as amended by section
346(b) of the Social Security Amendments of
1983 (to be effective with respect to fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1992) is
amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)" after the subsection
designation; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph’
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“f2) No provision of law enacted after the
date of the enactment of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (other than a provision of an appro-
priation Act that appropriates funds author-
ized under the Social Security Act as in
effect on the date of the enactment of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985) may provide for pay-
ments from the general fund of the Treasury
to any Trust Fund specified in paragraph
(1) or for payments from any such Trust
Fund to the general fund of the Treasury.”.

PART E—MISCELLANEOUS AND RELATED

PROVISIONS
SEC. 271. WAIVERS AND SUSPENSIONS; RULEMAKING
POWERS.

fa) BUDGET AcT WAIVERS IN THE SENATE.—
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 is amended by redesignating subsec-
tion (c) as subsection (d), and inserting
after subsection (b) the following new sub-
section.’

“fe) The provisions of section 305(b)(2)
and section 306 of this Act may be waived or
suspended in the Senale only by the affirma-
tive vote of three-fifths of the Members of the
Senate duly chosen and sworn.”.

(b) OTHER WAIVERS AND SUSPENSIONS IN THE
SENATE.—The provisions of this tlitle may be
waived or suspended in the Senate only by
the affirmative vole of three-fifths of the
Members of the Senate duly chosen and
sworn.

fc) RULEMAKING POWERS.—The provisions
of this title, other than those relating to the
activities of the executive branch, are en-
acted by the Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives and the
Senate, respectively, and as such they shall
be considered as part of the rules of each
House, respeclively, or of that House lo
which they specifically apply, and such rules
shall supersede other rules only to the extent
that they are inconsistent therewith; and

f2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change such
rules (so far as relating to such House) at
any time, in the same manner, and to the
same extent as in the case of any other rule
of such House.

SEC. 272. RECESSIONS.

(a) EFFecT OF CERTAIN RECESSIONS.—(1) If
the average rate of civilian unemployment
in the United States for any 2 consecutive
calendar months in a fiscal year (as deter-
mined by the Director on the basis of the
most recent figures available from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics) is 1 percent
above the average rale of civilian unemploy-
ment for the same two months, one year ear-
lier, as determined by the Director, all
points of order in the House of Representa-
tives or the Senate which would otherwise
lie during such fiscal year against the con-
sideration of legislation (including any con-
current resolution of the budget), or against
the consideration of any amendment thereto
or conference report thereon, because such
legislation or such amendment or confer-
ence report would cause the level of deficit
set forth in the most recently agreed to con-
current resolution on the budget lo be ezx-
ceeded or would result in a deficit exceeding
the marimum deficit amount in effect for
such fiscal year under section 3(7) or 3(8) of
the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974, shall cease to have
any effect (from and after the date of the Di-
rector’s certification under paragraph (2))
Jor the remainder of such fiscal year.

(2) Whenever the Director so determines
that the average rate of civilian unemploy-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ment in the United States for 2 consecutive
calendar months in a fiscal year is 1 percent
or more above the average rate of civilian
unemployment for the same two months, one
year earlier, the Director shall certify that
Jact to the President and (on the same day)
to each House of Congress.

(b) SpecraL PROCEDURES IN THE EVENT OF
RECESSION.—If—

(1) the estimate of real economic growth
set forth in a report transmitted by the Di-
rector of the Congressional Budget Office
under section 251(a) for a fiscal year is less
than zero with respect to such fiscal year or
with respect to each of any two consecutive
quarters of such fiscal year; or

(2) the Department of Commerce prelimi-
nary reports of actual real economic growth
for any subsequent revision thereof) for each
of any two conseculive quarters of such
fiscal year or of the immediately preceding
fiscal year indicate that the rate of real eco-
nomic growth for such quarters is less than
zero,
the Committees on the Budget of the House
of Representalives and the Senate may
report to their respective Houses a joint res-
olution which declares that the economy is
in a recession and suspends or revises fin
whole or in part) the provisions of this Act
or of the amendments made by this Act.

SEC. 273. RESTORATION OF TRUST FUND INVEST-
MENTS.

{a) REISSUANCE OF OBLIGATIONS.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall immediately re-
issue to the Social Security Trust Funds and
other retirement funds (as defined in subsec-
tion f(c)) obligations under chapter 31 of
title 31, Uniled States Code, identical in all
terms to public debt obligations redeemed on
or after September 1, 1985, and on or before
the date of the enactment of this joint reso-
lution that, as determined by the Secretary
on the basis of standard investment proce-
dures for such funds in effect on September
1, 1985, would not have been redeemed if
H.J. Res. 372 (99th Congress, 1st Session), as
deemed passed by the House of Representa-
tives on August 1, 1985 had been enacted
into law on August 1, 1985. The uninvested
balances of such funds shall be debited for
the principal amount of such reissued obli-
gations.

(b) APPROPRIATION TO TRUST FUNDS OF LOST
INTEREST.—The Secretary of the Treasury
shall immediately pay to the Social Security
Trust Funds and other retirement funds (as
defined in subsection fc)), from amounts in
the general fund of the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, amounts determined by
the Secretary to be equal to the net amount
of interest that would have accrued to each
such fund but for noninvestments, redemp-
tions, and disinvestments of such funds on
or after September 1, 1985, and on or before
the date of the enactment of this joint reso-
lution that would not have occurred if H.J.
Res. 372 (99th Congress, 1st Session), as
deemed passed by the House of Represenia-
tives on August 1, 1985, had been enacted
into law on August 1, 1985,

fc) DEerFINITION.—For purposes of subsec-
tions fa) and (b), the term “Social Security
Trust Funds and other retirement funds”
means the Federal Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance Trust Fund, the Federal Disabil-
ity Insurance Trust Fund, the Federal Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund, the Federal
Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust
Fund, the Railroad Retirement Account, the
Civil Service Retirement and Disability
Fund, and the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund.
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SEC. 274. REVENUE ESTIMATES.

Notwithtanding any other provision of
this Act, all revenue estimates necessary to
carry out the purposes of this Act after the
present law base estimates made by the Con-
gressional Budget Office at the beginning of
each legislative session shall be made by the
Joint Committee on Taxation and transmit-
ted to the Congressional Budget Office for
their use in carrying out the requirements of
this Act and the Congressional Budget Act of
1974. All estimates of revenue effects of legis-
lation enacted each legislative session shall
be made by the Joint Commiltee on Tax-
ation and shall be used exclusively by the
CBO for all purposes related to this Act. The
CBO shall consult with the Joint Committee
on Taration as to the use of these revenue
estimates in carrying out this Act, and shall
Sfurther, upon revision by CBO of economic
assumptions upon which CBO estimates are
based under this and any other Act, convey
those revised assumptions to the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, for the use of the Joint
Commitlee on Taxation in re-estimating
revenue effects of enacted and considered
legislation which shall be provided to the
CBO to be used as the revenue estimates
necessary for carrying out the purposes of
ﬁ;is Act and the Congressional Budget Act of
1974,

SEC. 275. NONSEVERABILITY.

fa) If, after all appellate review is exhaust-
ed, a court of competent jurisdiction finds
that any provision of this Act violates the
Constitution or is otherwise invalid, then
the provisions of this title shall immediately
expire. No report required by that subsection
shall be prepared or forwarded to the Presi-
dent and the President shall not exercise
any power, authority, duty, or responsibility
conferred upon or assigned lto him by that
part.

b) If, after all appellate review is exhaust-
ed, a court of competent jurisdiction finds
that any provision of this Act violates the
Constitution or is otherwise invalid, then
any provision of law which has been modi-
fied or suspended, and any budget authority
which has been sequestered, shall immedi-
ately erist and operale as though the
powers, authorities, duties, and responsibil-
ities under part C of this title had never
been exercised.

fe) The provisions of this section shall op-
erate notwithstanding any other provision
of this title.

SEC. 276. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

fa) Crvir. AcrioNn To CHALLENGE CONSTITU-
TIONALITY.—(1){A) At any time within 60
days after this title takes effect, any Member
of Congress may commence a civil action
against the United States in the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia for declaratory and injunctive relief
on the ground that section 251 violates the
Constitution.

(B) If the President issues an order under
section 252, any Member of Congress or any
other person adversely affected by such
order may commence a civil action in the
United States District Court for the District
of Columbia for declaratory and injunctive
relief against the United States on the
ground that such order violates the Consti-
tution. Such court may, where appropriate,
issue a preliminary or permanent injunc-
tion suspending the effect of the Presidential
order.

(C) If the President issues an order under
section 252, any Member of Congress may
commence a civil action in the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
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lumbia against the President for declaratory
and injunctive relief on the ground that the
terms of the order do not comply with the re-
quirements of this title,

f2) A copy of any complaint under para-
graph (1) shall be promptly delivered to the
Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the
House of Representatives, and each House
shall have the right to intervene in such
action within 30 days after receipt of the
complaint.

(3) Any action under paragraph (1) shall
be heard and determined by a three-judge
court on an expedited basis.

f4) Any appeal from an order in any
action brought under paragraph (1) shall be
taken to the Supreme Court of the United
States by a notice of appeal filed within 10
days of the order. The jurisdictional state-
ment shall be filed within 30 days of such
order. No stay of an order issued under
paragraph (1)/B) shall be issued by a single
Justice of the Supreme Court.

(5) In an action under this paragraph, the
prevailing party shall be entitled to recover
reasonable costs and attorneys' fees at a rate
not to exceed $75 per hour.

(b) PRESERVATION OF OTHER RIGHTS,—The
rights created by this section are in addition
fo the rights of any person under any other
aw.

SEC. 277. EFFECTIVE DATES.

fa) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsections (b) and (c), this title and the
amendments made by this title shall become
effective on the date of the enactment of this
title and shall apply with respect to fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1985.

fb) EXPIRATION.—This litle and the amend-
ments made by this title, except the amend-
ments made by part A, shall expire Septem-
ber 30, 1991.

fc) OASDI Trust Funps.—The amend-
ments made by part D shall apply as provid-
ed in such part

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the motion be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] rise?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I request a
division of the motion.

The SPEAKER. The question will be
divided.

The question before the House will
be on receding. There is 1 hour of
debate on that.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, is it proper at this point in time
that I move to recede? That is the
motion pending.

The SPEAKER. If there is no
debate on receding, the Chair will put
the guestion.

If the gentleman is desirous of an
hour’s time, the gentleman is entitled
to 1 hour, and then he may divide the
time.

Mr., FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, has the
gentleman put the question on reced-
ing?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
want time? If the gentleman does not
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want time, then the House can go to
the vote.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I have not requested any time.

The SPEAKER. The question is,
Will the House recede from its dis-
agreement to Senate amendment No.
2?

The question was taken, and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 288, nays
134, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 385]
YEAS—288

Dowdy
Dreier
Duncan
Durbin
Dyson
Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
English
Erdreich
Fascell
Fawell
Feighan
Fiedler
Fields

Fish

Flippo
Fowler

Akaka
Andrews
Anthony
Archer
Armey
AuCoin
Barnard
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bates
Bentley
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boner (TN)
Bonker
Bosco
Boucher
Boulter
Breaux
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (IN)
Byron
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Carper
Chandler
Chapman
Chappell
Chappie
Cheney
Clinger
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Combest
Coughlin
Courter
Craig
Crane

Eemp
Kindness
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kolter
Kostmayer
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta
Leach (IA)
Leath (TX)
Lent

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Loeffler
Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
Mack
MacKay
Madigan
Manton
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Mazzoli
McCain
MeCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
MeCurdy

Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Goodling
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Green
Gregg
Grotberg
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph McDade
Hamilton McEwen
Hammerschmidt McGrath
Hartnett McKernan
Hatcher McKinney
Hefner McMillan
Heftel Meyers
Hendon Mica

Henry Michel

Hiler Miller (OH)
Hillis Miller (WA)
Hopkins Molinari
Daniel Horton Monson
Dannemeyer Hubbard Montgomery
Darden Huckaby Moore
Daschle Hunter Moorhead
Daub Hutto Morrison (WA)
Davis Hyde Murphy

de la Garza Ireland Murtha
DelLay Jenkins Myers
Derrick Johnson Natcher
DeWine Jones (NC) Nelson
Dickinson Jones (OK) Nielson
DioGuardi Jones (TN) Obey

Dorgan (ND) Kaptur Olin

Dornan (CA) Kasich Oxley
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Packard
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan
Pease
Penny
Petri
Pickle
Porter
Price
Pursell
Quillen
Ray
Regula
Reid
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson
Roemer
Rogers
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Rudd
Russo
Baxton
Schaefer
Schneider
Schuette

Ackerman
Alexander
Anderson
Annunzio
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
Barnes
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Berman
Boggs
Boland
Bonior (MI)
Borski
Boxer
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Carr

Clay
Collins
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coyne
Crockett
Dellums
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Downey
Dwyer
Dymally
Early
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)
Fazlo
Florio
Foglietta

Addabbo
Badham
Bereuter
Biaggi
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Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walgren
Walker
Weber
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten

Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Sikorski
Siljander
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
(NH)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stallings
Stenholm
Strang
Stratton
Stump

NAYS—134

Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gray (PA)
Guarini
Hawkins
Hayes
Hertel
Howard
Hoyer
Hughes
Jeffords
Kanjorski
Eastenmeier

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zschau

Roybal
Sabo
Savage
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schumer
Seiberling
Smith (IA)
Solarz

St Germain
Staggers
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Vento
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
Williams
Wright
Yates

Mavroules
McHugh
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Nowak

NOT VOTING—12

Neal
Nichols
O'Brien
Stangeland

Hansen
Holt
Jacobs
Marlenee
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Mr. MAVROULES changed his vote
from “yea” to “nay.”

Mr. VISCLOSKY changed his vote
from “nay’ to “yea.”
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So the House receded from its dis-
ggreement to Senate amendment No.

The result of the vote was an-

nounced as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I was not
present for rollcall vote 385 on the
motion to recede to Senate amend-
ment No. 2. Had I been present, I
would have voted “nay.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question now pending before the
House is the motion offered by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTEN-
KowsK1] to concur in Senate amend-
ment No. 2 with an amendment.

On that motion, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. RosTENKOWSKI] will be
recognized for 30 minutes and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI].

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks ago the Senate
passed the so-called Gramm-Rudman
amendment and attached it to the
House-passed resolution increasing the
permanent ceiling on the public debt.
The Senate, in collusion with the
President, decided to hold the entire
Government hostage to a 55-page
amendment that the Senate had not
read and the President did not under-
stand,

For the last 3 weeks, House confer-
ees have attempted to dissect the reso-
lution and assess its impact on our
economy and the balance of institu-
tional power. We managed to point
out the gaps, the ambiguities, and the
plain mistakes shot throughout the
document. We made some headway in
bringing minimal logic and fairness to
the plan—all the while with our backs
to the wall.

I come forward today with an
amendment to Gramm-Rudman whose
dictates the Senate and some of our
House conferees rejected. In essence
the amendment forces Congress to
balance the budget—and to swallow
the medicine now—rather than put off
the political pain as would the Senate
plan.

We wanted a fair deficit reduction
proposal. The Senate wanted the In-
cumbent Protection Act of 1986.

While it is far from perfect, this
amendment is a vast improvement
over the Senate-passed measure.

This amendment would assure that
the automatic deficit reduction effort
begin this year—rather than wait until
after the 1986 election.

This amendment allows for recession
adjustments in the deficit targets.
Gramm-Rudman makes no such allow-
ance and would turn the mildest eco-
nomic slowdown into a recession.

This amendment assures that the
defense budget absorbs its fair share
of cuts. The Senate and White House

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

disagree over how much defense would
or should be cut under Gramm-
Rudman. Under this amendment,
there is no ambiguity. Defense will be
cut without any Presidential disgres-
sion. If the President fails to recom-
mend defense cuts, as Secretary Wein-
berger has suggested, none of the cuts
would be effective.

This amendment provides that the
Congressional Budget Office will de-
termine if the cuts are triggered and
how they should be implemented.
Under Gramm-Rudman, the President
could orchestrate the cuts through
OMB.

This amendment spells out clearly
what programs would be affected—and
to what extent. Under Gramm-
Rudman, the President could pick and
choose among programs.

This amendment allows for cost-of-
living adjustments to be restored after
a sequestering order expires. Under
Gramm-Rudman, COLA’s are perma-
nently lost.

Under this amendment, expedited
judicial review of this process will be
assured. If any part of it is found to be
unconstitutional, the whole act will
fall. Under Gramm-Rudman, CBO
could be knocked out of the process al-
lowing the President and OMB com-
plete control.

Finally, this amendment attempts to
protect the most critical low-income
programs—Dby either exempting them
entirely or by limiting the cuts.
Gramm-Rudman allows no safety net.

Mr. Speaker, I understand feelings
of my colleagues who believe that this
amendment is as much a disaster as
Gramm-Rudman. I am no happier
than they are in bringing this legisla-
tive product to the floor. The fact is,
however, some form of automatic
spending reduction legislation is going
to pass. We have worked in the confer-
ence to make this legislation more fair
and more honest.

Many of my colleagues want to walk
away from this whole debate. Believe
me, I am tempted to do the same
thing. I think we all know that we
have fought the good fight. We did
what we could under the circum-
stances. And I would caution the ma-
jority who consider the entire issue a
sham that a no vote on this amend-
ment is almost certain to lead to a full-
blown Gramm-Rudman victory on the
floor.

Under the House amendment, de-
fense spending is classified as control-
lable. The amount of outlay cuts for
defense and nondefense controllable
programs is computed according to a
single across-the-board formula. After
subtracting the outlay reductions
made in programs with cost-of-living
adjustments—and a few other speci-
fied programs—the required remaining
outlay reductions are allocated among
other controllable programs—both de-
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fense and nondefense—in proportion
to outlays from new budget authority.

In order to avoid excessive reduc-
tions in spending for defense readiness
accounts, however, the House amend-
ment contains a special provision re-
garding the distribution of outlay cuts
within the defense function of the
budget. This provision does not in-
crease or decrease the amount of
outlay reductions made in national de-
fense; it distributes those reductions
among the major components of the
defense budget according to their
share of total outlays—both new and
prior. The amendment guarantees
that defense procurement, which rep-
resents about 30 percent of total de-
fense outlays, will receive 30 percent
of the outlay cuts. It also guarantees
that military personnel, which ac-
counts for about a quarter of defense
spending, will receive no more than a
quarter of the defense reductions.

A short summary of the amendment
is as follows:

THE DEFICIT TARGETS

The House amendment starts deficit re-
duction now, while the economy is growing,
instead of waiting a year as proposed in the
Senate amendment. The deficit target for
fiscal year 1986 is set at $161 billion, instead
of $180 billion (or $192.6 billion using the
Senate “fudge factor”) in the original
Senate amendment.

The House amendment also cuts the defi-
cit more quickly if the economy continues
moderate economic growth. The amend-
ment sets forth deficit targets which lead to
a balanced budget in 1990, a year earlier
than the Senate amendment, if the econo-
my grows according to the CBO economic
projections. The targets are: fiscal year
1987, $110.2 billion; fiscal year 1988, $57.2
billion; fiscal year 1989, $4.2 billion; and
fiscal year 1990, balanced or surplus budget.

RECESSION ADJUSTMENTS

The House amendment avoids turning
economic slowdown into recession, or reces-
sion Into depression, and allows for econom-
ic recovery. The proposal adjusts the deficit
targets according to the Congressional
Budget Office (CBO) forecast of economic
growth and the prior year's deficit. Large
deficit reduction is required when the econ-
omy is strong; and less or none is required
when the economy is weak or entering re-
cession.

The proposal also removes points of order
which, under the original Senate amend-
ment, would lie against consideration of leg-
islation, including budget resolutions, which
caused the deficit to exceed the deficit
target if the unemployment rate is one per-
centage point or more higher than a year
earlier. (This has been the case only in re-
cessions.) If a recession were unanticipated,
as is usually the case, Congress could re-
spond. The original Senate amendment re-
moves such points of order only in the case
of an accurately forecast recession.

THE SEQUESTRATION PROCESS

The House amendment generally parallels
the Senate amendment by providing for
automatic deficit reduction if the deficit
target is not met. CBO, in consultation with
the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB), will issue a report indicating wheth-
er anticipated spending and revenues will
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result in a deficit above the established
target for the coming fiscal year. This
report will also specify the uniform percent-
age by which all items subject to reduction
are to be reduced.

On September 1, the President would be
required to issue a sequestration order
making the reductions stipulated in the
CBO report. On October 1, funds would be
deferred in accordance with this sequestra-
tion order. By October 5, CBO is directed to
revise the trigger reports to account for laws
that have been enacted; if enacted legisla-
tion is sufficient to lower the deficit to the
original trigger level, sequestration is can-
celled. If sequestration is not cancelled, a
new Presidential order is issued and takes
effect on October 15.

For FY 1986, an accelerated sequestration
process is established, beginning with a defi-
cit report by CBO 14 days after enactment.
The Presidential order is issued two weeks
later. As with the basic sequestration sched-
ule, the 1986 process allows for a revised
trigger report and an adjustment in the se-
questration order if appropriate. If the se-
questration procedures were signed into law
on November 5, this process would mean
that the sequestration order would take
effect on December 3.

THE ROLE OF CBO AND OMBE

The Senate amendment required both
OMB and CBO to determine the deficit and
stipulated that, in the event the directors of
these two agencies could not agree, their
findings were to be averaged. The House
amendment requires that CBO determine
the deficit and issue the trigger report in
consultation with OMB.

THE CONTENT OF THE PRESIDENTIAL ORDER

The amount by which the deficit exceeds
the maximum deficit amount would be
eliminated by the issuance of an order that
would achieve 50 percent of the savings
from COLA programs. To the extent savings
cannot be achieved from these programs,
the remainder is achieved through reduc-
tion in all other programs which are not
exempt. Cuts would be made in proportion
to total outlays in the case of direct spend-
ing programs and in proportion to new
budget authority in descretionary programs.
In issuing the sequestration order, the
President would be required to follow the
trigger report.

DETRIGGERING THE SEQUESTRATION PROCESS

The sequestration process could be can-
celled under two circumstances. If the re-
vised trigger report indicated that Congress
had taken sufficient action to lower the def-
icit to the original trigger level, sequestra-
tion would not occur. Secondly, if, by
August 15, Congress has passed a budget
resolution, approved a reconciliation bill
and passed all 13 appropriations bills, then
CBO would determine, using updated eco-
nomic assumptions, whether the target has
been met. If s0, neither the trigger report
nor the sequestration order would be issued.

EXEMPT PROGRAMS

The House amendment specifies the pro-
grams which are exempt from sequestra-
tion. In addition to social security, interest
on the national debt, the earned income tax
credit (EITC) and other accounts specified
by the Senate staff the following programs
would be exempt: Food Stamps; Supplemen-
tal Security Income (SSI); Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC), child nu-
trition; Veterans' pensions and compensa-
tion; community and migrant health cen-
ters; Women, Infants and Children (WIC),
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and the Commodity Supplemental Food
Program.

It should be noted that reductions in Med-
icare and Medicaid would be limited to the
indexed portions of these programs; benefi-
ciary eligibility would not be affected.

CLARIFICATIONS OF THE SENATE AMENDMENT

The House amendment also makes a
number of clarifications in the language of
the original Senate amendment. These clari-
fications define the baseline that is used for
the sequestration process, stipulate the pro-
grams which are subject to reduction and
the manner in which they shall be reduced,
and describe the specific accounts which are
to be exempt. They also minimize Presiden-
tial discretion.

REVISIONS IN THE BUDGET PROCESS

The House amendment revises and accel-
erates the normal budget process, providing
for an annual budget resolution and recon-
ciliation. Specifically:

Congressional action on the concurrent
resolution on the budget would be complet-
ed by April 15.

House action on regular appropriations
bills would be completed by June 30.

Reconciliation would be completed by
June 15.

In the event that Congress does not com-
plete action on the budget resolution by the
date specified in law, floor consideration of
appropriations bills would be allowed begin-
ning on May 15.

Conference reports on a budget resolution
would be required to be within the maxi-
mum deficit level for the fiscal year. This
would be enforced through a point of order
which could only be waived by a majority of
the members voting, a quorum present.

A point of order would lie against the con-
sideration of legislation until a committee
has filed its 302(b) subdivision.

Amendments to reconciliation bills would
be prohibited if they increase the deficit.

CONSTITUTIONALITY

The amendment authorizes expedited
review of all constitutional issues, including
whether the involvement of CBO in the se-
questration trigger process violates the Con-
stitution. If any provision of the legislation
is found to violate the Constitution of the
United States, then the provisions of this
legislation would expire. Any Member of
Congress would be authorized to bring court
action within 60 days. The action would be
heard on an expedited basis by a three-
judge district court in the District of Colum-
bia, with an immediate appeal to the U.S.
Supreme Court.

The House amendment also provides for
expedited judicial review of Presidential
compliance with the provisions relating to
the sequestration order.

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS MATTERS

The House amendment eliminates the
joint OMB, CBO and Treasury Department
reports specified in the Senate amendment
and clarifies that the sequestration process
sunsets after fiscal year 1991,

RESTORATION OF TRUST FUND INVESTMENTS

The House amendment provides that, on
enactment, the Secretary of Treasury shall
reissue to several Federal trust funds all in-
vestments that would have otherwise re-
mained in these trust funds had H.J. Res.
372, as passed by the House on August 1,
1985 been enacted into law on that date.
The funds specifically protected are: the
0Old Age and Survivors, Disability, and Hos-
pital Insurance (OASDHI) trust funds; the
Supplementary Medical Insurance trust
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fund; the Railroad Retirement account; the
Civil Service Retirement and Disability
Fund; and the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund.

Attached is a table comparing the House
amendment to the latest Senate position.

DISTRIBUTION OF SPENDING CUTS

House
amendments

Percent  Amount  Percent

Latest Senate
substitute

my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself suci: time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, our fellow citizens are
watching, and they are watching very
closely. They are watching what we do
here today. And make no mistake
about it, they know what is going on.
They may not understand precisely
every word in the legislation, but they
certainly understand the issues. They
know about Gramm-Rudman-Hollings,
and they like the idea. It is the first
sign the people have seen in years that
gives them hope we finally mean busi-
ness when we talk about cutting the
deficit.

The Michel amendment is very close
to Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. It is not
identical, but it is certainly a fraternal
twin. I look on it as a stronger brother.

0 1240

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic alter-
native is really not at all like Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings. It is a very poor and
distant relation. It is headed in only
one direction: Toward higher taxes,
the same old, tired theme that we
have heard for so long. I do not like it,
and I believe that the American
people will not like it.

I believe they want the real thing,
the Michel substitute. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting for it and
getting down to business for a change.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS].

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, the
Gramm-Rudman budget proposal
which the Senate sent over here is an
unprecedented and irresponsible
attack on our democratic form of gov-
ernment. The proposal takes away
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control from those officials elected to
set national policy; Senators and Con-
gressmen and the President.

It is a 5-year plan. Now, the Russians
have got a 5-year plan and now we are
going to have one. It is going to set our
Nation on an unknown fiscal course
with an automatic pilot at the helm. I
do not believe that our 200-year exper-
iment with elected officials running
our Government should be shelved at
this time.

The proposed House amendment is
at best an effort at damage control.
But at least it is a serious attempt to
avoid the worst traps of Gramm-
Rudman that so endanger our Nation,
its people, and our economy.

The House amendment contains
some absolutely essential safeguards
to preserve the integrity of our demo-
cratic system of government. Foremost
among these is a provision ensuring
that, should one part of this proposal
be found unconstitutional, the entire
package would be invalidated. The
triggering mechanism and the seques-
tration powers are so closely linked
that they cannot be separated.

The Senate version would leave the
Office of Management and Budget,
the most notorious number cookers in
the history of many, to unilaterally
determine whether or not the Presi-
dent will have the opportunity to se-
quester funds. We must not allow the
possibility that only one finger will be
on the trigger, that of OMB, in this or
in any other administration.

The other vital provision in the pro-
posed House amendment authorizes a
quick judicial review of the act. It
would provide an immediate review to
determine whether CBO’s involvement
in the trigger process violates the Con-
stitution. In addition, the House ver-
sion would authorize expedited review
of all constitutional issues through an
action brought by any Member of
Congress or other adversely affected
person.

There is hardly anybody who can
say with a straight face that Gramm-
Rudman or any version of it is free of
serious constitutional questions. It is
vital that we have a mechanism in
place to ensure that those questions
get to court and be addressed directly.

Now the two provisions that I have
just described offer enough reason to
tip the scales in favor of a “yes” vote
on the House alternative. Let us face
it: Gramm-Rudman in some form is
probably going to be enacted into law
within the next few days. The least we
can do for our constituents, for the in-
stitution of which we are a part, is to
ensure that the version enacted will
have safeguards that offer some
degree of protection to our democratic
form of government.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. FRENZEL].
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Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, about 3 weeks ago the
Senate sent us the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings deficit reduction balanced
budget proposal. For all that time, the
House has worked in conference with
the staffs of four or five committees
giving, I think, more than ordinary
care to this very difficult conference
proposition. Some good work was done
and some very good refinement in
what the Senate had sent over was ac-
complished.

Republicans and Democrats in the
conference were able to make impor-
tant contributions and amendments
with respect to baselines and timeta-
bles, procedures and rules, and more
specific items like Federal pay. Those
were accepted not only by Republicans
in the House, but by the Senate as
well.

There are some minor discrepancies
relating to certain regional interests,
like the special advantage of TVA and
the disadvantage of Bonneville Power
Authority, but I know that Members
will have looked those over very care-
fully.

The major difficulties came where
the Democrats in the House decided to
stonewall on a half-a-dozen issues that
they felt were of overriding impor-
tance. In one of those issues, they took
the OMB out of the process. Once you
do that, of course, you threaten the
constitutionality of the whole bill. The
Senate provision and the Michel
amendment will have the OMB and
the CBO working cooperatively and
having their work certified by the
GAO and other Presidential appoint-
ees.

The other thing that the House did
that will be clearly unconstitutional
was to use the so-called Panetta rule,
which deprives the President of his
veto authority after the House and
Senate might have achieved the tar-
gets by passing their bills, but before
they had been signed into law by the
President. It is a very unlikely combi-
nation of circumstances, so quite obvi-
ously, one can only conclude that the
provision was intended to make the
bill unconstitutional.

In addition, the Democrats put into
their package nonseverability of the
constitutionality of the entire bill,
which means that, if any small provi-
sion is deemed to be unconstitutional,
the whole bill is unconstitutional.
Quite obviously, Democrats have ad-
ministered a poison pill to the House
Democrat version, of which no one
seems to claim paternity. That version
is built not to succeed. It is sure to fail,
because it is designed to fail.

Now, another major disagreement
was that the Democrats sought to
exempt a number of their pet articles
from sequestration. These programs
are typically low-income, means-tested
programs which are good and worthy
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programs. But they should no more be
exempt from sequester than any other
program of the Federal Government.
We ought, insofar as possible, to sub-
ject everyone to the process. In that
way we can have a some kind of gener-
ally uniform cut.

The Democrats also provided for a
catchup of COLA's which probably is
not a terribly important feature
except that it perverts the system and
makes it more difficult to achieve our
target in future years.

Finally, Democrats wanted the bill
to be effective this year. The Senate
did not object, nor do House Republi-
cans. In our Republican version, con-
trary to remarks made here today, we
make the bill effective this year, seek-
ing to achieve our own budget level,
which was about $172 billion. At this
time, we are going to miss our own
budget target by more than $20 bil-
lion. If we can achieve that budget
level through the Republican version
of Gramm-Rudman in the first year,
the Republic will be billions of dollars
better off than under the Democrat
proposal.

Now, the Republican compromise is
as close to being constitutional as we
can. It puts everything into sequestra-
tion except for Social Security. It is
operative this year to meet our budget.

What happens if you vote for the
Democrat plan? The Senate will reject
that plan and it will reject temporary
extensions of the debt ceiling.

So if you vote “yes” on the first vote,
if you vote “yes” for the O'Neill plan,
or whatever it is called, you will vote
to disinvest the Social Security fund
because that is inevitably going to
happen. So I hope the Members vote
“no” on the Democrat plan.
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Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I simply
want to urge adoption of the Rosten-
kowski alternative for the following
reasons. There are three main differ-
ences between Gramm-Rudman and
the Democratic alternative today.

The first is that the Rostenkowski
amendment will take the medicine
now. It provides for a deficit of $20 bil-
lion less than the target wunder
Gramm-Rudman. It provides for a def-
icit of $28 billion less than the trigger
provided under Gramm-Rudman.

Second, as this chart demonstrates,
under the Democratic alternative, we
get to a zero-deficit proposition 2 years
earlier than Gramm-Rudman if the
administration’s estimate of the econo-
my is correct; we get to a zero deficit 1
year earlier than Gramm-Rudman if
the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mate is correct. Under CBO estimates,
we would incur under the Democratic
alternative $237 billion less in new
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public debt than you would incur
under the schedule provided under
Gramm-Rudman.

Third, we get to that zero deficit in a
way which recognizes reality. Gramm-
Rudman says that whether you are
going uphill in the economy or down-
hill, whether the traffic is heavy or
whether it is light, you are going to
keep your foot pedal on the same
speed, $36 billion a year. We say that
is nuts. We say that is a good prescrip-
tion for a crackup.

We say instead you ought to cut the
budget deficit more in years when the
economy is growing fast like it is right
now, and you ought to be more cau-
tious about it when you are going very
slow in the economy and when a very
huge cut would tip the economy into a
recession. We avoid the Herbert
Hoover economics of 1929, 1930, and
1931, when they kept following the
same policy regardless of economic cir-
cumstances.

Now, we are told in this last-minute
minority alternative that will be pre-
sented that there is a way to get out of
the recession under the Republican
amendment. Let me point out, howev-
er, that there is no provision in their
proposition which will allow us to
avoid a recession ahead of time as we
have in our bill. And I would point out
also that by offering their exception
under the recession they admit that
under Gramm-Rudman they can no
longer guarantee that we will get to a
zero deficit under Gramm-Rudman. I
think that makes it clear which alter-
native is the most serious about deficit
reduction under responsible circum-
stances.

What they say is that if we get into
a recession, then we will at that time
decide if we will do something about it.
They say, “Trust us. We will have a
secret plan once the wreck occurs.”
We say, “Avoid the wreck by following
this policy now."”

The Rostenkowski plan is the only
plan that cuts the deficit now. It is the
only plan that relates what we do to
the real world of economic conditions
we face. It is the only plan that is
truly recession sensitive. It is the only
plan that cuts an additional $237 bil-
lion out of new public debt. It is the
only plan that says take the medicine
now. It is the only plan that provides a
more equitable treatment for the sick
and the poor. It is the only plan that
treats the elderly on Medicare more
decently or at least as decently as we
treat military contractors who already
are paying no taxes.

I urge the Members not to cave in to
the blackmail of the Senate, not to
listen to the argument that we must
only pass their alternative. Do not
listen to that argument that says that
because they have tied senior citizens
to the tracks and the train is coming,
that if we do not pay the blackmail,
they will let the train run over them.
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It is like saying, “Save me before I kill
again.” I urge Members not to listen to
that nonsense, to do what they know
is economically responsible, to do what
they know is fiscally responsible, to
vote for the Rostenkowski alternative.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr, HOrRTON].

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the Rostenkowski pro-
posal. I do so on the basis that I think
this is a very complicated process that
has been suggested. The Gramm-
Rudman proposal was presented to
the conference. As a member of the
conference, I sat through hour after
hour after hour of meetings. During
the conference we formed task forces,
and we worked together on those task
forces, Republicans and Democrats, to
try to come up with a proposal that
could be acceptable. I think it is unfor-
tunate that we do not have before us
now—and I think we were very close to
it—a proposal that could be accepted
by both sides, that could be presented
here this afternoon on the floor so we
could move forward and address other
matters.

As a matter of fact, I voted with
some of the Republicans and Demo-
crats to accelerate the Gramm-
Rudman and make it applicable to
fiscal year 1986. I have no problem
with immediate action to reduce the
deficit. What we are finding is a situa-
tion in which we are never going to
arrive at a balanced budget unless we
do something drastic. That is what the
Gramm-Rudman process and trigger is
all about. But there is available to us
the opportunity for the Senate and
the House and the Executive to meet
these budget deadlines and these
budget goals that we set within a cer-
tain period without having to pull the
trigger.

Excessive Federal deficits and a na-
tional debt that approaches $2 trillion
stand as the most serious domestic
problems facing our Nation today. All
Americans are affected. Future gen-
erations are affected, for it is they
who must repay this debt.

No end is in sight to these spiraling
deficits and debt. That is the problem
we have been attempting to resolve
these past few weeks. The mandatory
deficit reduction packages and propos-
als we have considered have been criti-
cized by people in both parties, and by
individuals and organizations reflect-
ing the entire spectrum of political
thought. But the bottom line is this:
Discipline is needed in the Federal
budget process. Discipline is needed
because the current budget process
doesn’t work. It is just that simple.

Sequestration is the key element in
the two proposals we will consider
today. The central issue dividing me
and other conferees was which pro-
grams would be subject to the seques-
tration process and which would be
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exempt. I have a large folder stuffed
with letters from practically every or-
ganization imaginable expressing their
concern over the need to reduce the
Federal deficit, but not in their specif-
ic program. All of their arguments are
good ones. They make sense. By and
large, the programs authorized and
funded by the Federal Government
play essential roles in our society.

However, the deficits and debt
remain as a constant and growing
threat to the stability of our economy,
and to our Nation's ability to compete
in an increasingly competitive world
mnlxl-ket—today and in the future as
well.

Let us not forget that the sequestra-
tion process is triggered only if we fail
to meet the projected budget targets.
We in Congress ultimately decide
whether that trigger will be pulled.

But my point is this: If the trigger is
pulled, then all must share in the re-
ductions that are mandated. The $93
billion in added exemptions provided
by this amendment does not contrib-
ute to this principle of fairness and
equity.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, will my
friend, the gentleman from New York,
yield?

Mr. HORTON. I only have 3 min-
utes, but I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. Faziol.

Mr. FAZIO. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. HorToN] in a very bi-
partisan way in the conference yester-
day indicated concern about the
Senate version of Gramm-Rudman as
it related to Federal pay. He favored
the provision that was in the House
Democratic alternative. Would the
gentleman comment as to whether he
still feels that way?

Mr. HORTON. Yes, I will be very
happy to. The Michel proposal accept-
ed the proposal we presented yester-
day. That is, what the House conferees
presented with regard to pay. There
will be no reduction in pay. What the
gentleman is talking about is that the
proposal that came over from the
Senate to the conference last night
proposed that there be reductions in
pay, both for civilians and military
employees of the Federal Govern-
ment. I was and am opposed to that.

Mr. FAZIO. So the House position
would prevail on that issue?

Mr. HORTON. And that has been
cured in the Michel position.

Mr. FAZIO. Oh, I see.

Mr. HORTON. I would not have ac-
cepted the Michel position without
having that pay problem resolved, and
the pay problem is resolved. I was con-
cerned about reduction of military

pay.
Mr. FAZIO. Well, I shared the gen-
tleman’s concern.
Mr. HORTON. We have fought too
hard to make certain that the military
is adequately staffed, and if we came
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through with a cut in this sequestra-
tion, I think we could have been driv-
ing people out of the military.

Mr. FAZIO. Well, I appreciate that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. HorTOoN] has expired.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, may I
ask the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. Duncan] if he will yield 2 addi-
tional minutes to me?

Mr. DUNCAN. I do not have the
time. However, Mr. Speaker, I will
yield an additional one-half minute to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
HoRrTON].

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to point out that many of the
things of concern to conferees have
been included in the Michel proposal.
There are very few differences, but
the important thing is that the Treas-
ury is going to disinvest Social Securi-
ty unless we do something and do it
today. The best way we can do it is to
accept the Michel amendment.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I want to
compliment the gentleman for clear-
ing up the question in his answer to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Fazrol, because he is eminently cor-
rect in how he explained the issue in
our proposal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. HorTON] has again expired.
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Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. FrosT].

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I will be
brief.

The Rostenkowski plan is far superi-
or to what we have from Gramm-
Rudman in terms of the Budget Act
and procedures. There is a clear differ-
ence, both in terms of timetables and
in terms of the Budget Act.

Basically, what this plan incorpo-
rates is 2 years of work by the Beilen-
son task force of the Rules Committee
examining the Budget Act. It incorpo-
rates the best features of the work of
that task force over a several-year
period. It accelerates the budget proc-
ess at the beginning. We would have to
pass a budget by April 15 as opposed
to May 15 in current law. Reconcilia-
tion would have to be finished by June
15 and appropriation bills would have
to be completed by June 30. It would
greatly enhance the efficiency of the
operation of the Congress and ensure
that we would get on with our busi-
ness in a timely manner.

Also, it addresses a serious inequity
in the Gramm-Rudman proposal; that
is the timing of sequestration. Under
the Rostenkowski plan, now the CBO
report would be due August 20. The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

President’s sequestration order would
then be due September 1 and Congress
would have until October 1 to com-
plete our response to the sequestration
process. That means that we would
have completed everything that is re-
quired by the beginning of the fiseal
year, as opposed to the Gramm-
Rudman plan that would carry us past
the fiscal year, would carry us through
the month of October, and require
Congress to be here up and until the
date of the election. It is clearly a pre-
scription for chaos. It cannot work be-
cause of the time constraints being
placed on Congress.

Also, the Rostenkowski plan ad-
dresses other serious deficiencies in
Gramm-Rudman. Gramm-Rudman
would impose super majorities of
three-fifths of those Members elected
and sworn to be able to waive any
points of order. That is unprecedent-
ed. We did not impose a super majori-
ty on this House under any procedure.
Our plan would simply follow the
normal procedures of the House re-
quiring that this House can operate by
majority vote.

Also, the Gramm-Rudman proposal
would provide for 302(b) allocations all
the way down to the subcommittee
level, which would be binding and
would be very difficult to make work-
able. The Rostenkowski plan imposes
allocations at the full committee level
on spending at the 302(a) level.

Clearly the Rostenkowski plan is a
more efficient, more workable plan
that can achieve the objectives, and I
urge its adoption.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois [Mrs. MARTIN].

Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment, and perhaps, since we do name
things around here, we should name
this amendment ‘“The Unbalanced
Budget Act of 1985.”

The amendment does not promise
the American people a balanced
budget by 1990. It promises them
nothing. Only under Gramm-Rudman
would Congress truly be forced to bal-
ance the budget by 1991 at a steady
and achievable, though difficult, re-
duction of $36 billion a year.

The amendment before us would
balance the budget if, and only if, the
economy continues to grow in a pre-
scribed manner. If the economy slows
down, if the economy remains static,
we would never have a balanced
budget. If the economy gets too strong
under this particular amendment,
Congress could be forced to cut $80
billion or $100 billion, something that
no one on God's green Earth thinks
the Congress would ever do.

If we use this year's numbers, and if
this amendment were in force, this
proposal, the Obey proposal, would
cut $4 billion less than Gramm-
Rudman.
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At 2 percent GNP growth, it would
be $15 billion less than Gramm-
Rudman.

In a recession, the House could
amend the bill.

The proposal also kicks in this year
in just a few weeks in a way that
would force the President to sequester,
instead of having this Congress make
the difficult decisions. It chokes the
process before it has a chance to work.

I was sitting with a few of my col-
leagues—I am going to throw this
aside, because it is just more of the
kind of chatter we are going to hear
on both sides—thoughtful, reasoned
debate, and my colleague said that
this is foolish. We have chosen
thoughtful people to argue as if this
were real.

This is a cover. I want to personally
say that I admire those liberals on the
other side of the aisle that honestly
have said from the start they detest
Gramm-Rudman, they do not approve
of it, and they are not going to vote
for it. That is an honesty and integrity
that I can respect; but what we have
before us today from the Democratic
side of the aisle is a cover. It is a tent,
so that, politically, Democrats who
have never wanted to cut a budget
before, who never want to make the
difficult decisions, can go home and
say, “See, see?” And because it is going
to be too complicated to understand.

Well, I believe the American people
are going to know.

The Rotenkowski amendment is
nothing but a cover in a political year
and it is meant to destroy the single
chance we have to truly cut the deficit
with Gramm-Rudman. That should be
clear to everyone when you vote.

There are going to be votes for this
amendment that have never voted to
cut any program before and those
votes should be recognized.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. PurseLL].

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, many
of us this year put in a lot of hard
hours trying to craft a budget to
reduce the deficit. And the objective
of the whole process we conferees
have undergone for the last 2 weeks is
to reduce the deficit—in a fair manner.
To do that, programs must be reduced
across the board. Such a reduction is
achievable and it was proven this year.
The 92 group budget did just what has
to be done—reduce programs across
the board—first through a comprehen-
sive freeze, and then through reducing
below a freeze programs in virtually
all budget functions with an eye
toward fairness. That budget, if en-
acted, would have provided $51 billion
in outlay savings in fiscal year 1986,
verified by CBO, which, by the way,
everybody on the other side of the
aisle is trying to say has such credibil-
ity, by excluding OMB from determin-
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ing whether sequestration is neces-
sary. And, with fairness in mind, what
did the 92 group end up with after we
put back together all of the parts of
the budget we dissected? Half our cuts
came from defense, half from nonde-
fense. With fairness in mind, it can be
done.

Now we are looking at a plan that
has so many exemptions, so many pro-
grams exempted from the across-the-
board principle, that it violates what
we believe is the only common denomi-
nator to reduce this Federal budget—I
repeat that, the only common denomi-
nator that I can find that is agreeable
on both sides of the aisle to cut this
deficit by reducing our spending, to
achieve a balanced budget, and that is
the across-the-board principle.

Now, this exemption list is so high
today that it is now over 50 percent, of
all Federal spending—it exempts fully
62 percent; 62 percent of all Federal
spending would be exempt from reduc-
tions under the Rostenkowski propos-
al

Now, that is a shell game. It is a po-
litical document, not a document that
would provide for a credible budget,
and it is not achievable.

So I ask my colleagues today, let us
not support this plan. It is impossible
for it to work—and that has been done
purposefully—to prevent spending re-
ductions.

The exemptions called for by the
Democrats are all very good, political-
ly attractive issues. But if you open
the dam sluice gates to these pro-
grams, the reservoir is so full of spend-
ing programs, you're going to have a
flood, a flood of spending which will
overwhelm any efforts to halt it.

I do not think the American people
are asking for a political document.
They are asking for some courage and
some guts here to cut the deficit and
achieve a balanced budget. Now, let us
get on with that, but let us do it fairly
and across the board and treat every
program equally and not exempt every
program.

So I suggest today that we defeat
this program and adopt the Michel
amendment.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, this is no
cover. This is the real thing. The
moment of truth is here. Do you want
to cut the deficit within a year by §16
billion, or do you want to wait until
after your election when it is most
comfortable? If you want to cut the
deficit now, you will vote for the Ros-
tenkowski proposal.

Yes, we are not ashamed of the fact,
we are proud of the fact that we will
protect the most vulnerable people in
this country. We are proud of the fact
that we will protect children, give
them a decent meal, and veterans'
pensions, and yes, some health pro-
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grams and some programs for preg-
nant women so that their children will
be born healthy. We are proud of pro-
tecting those people. They are the
most vulnerable.

And we are proud that we do protect
to a limited extent, at least, the people
who serve this country in the military
and our civil servants because Gramm-
Rudman would change the whole clas-
sification system of civil servants and
the military.

Let me tell you, there is one more
provision that we have in our proposal
that no proposal has. I want you to
pay strict attention to this, because
your retirees when you go back home
this weekend are going to ask you
about this. Your railroad retirees, your
military retirees, your civil service re-
tirees, and your Social Security retir-
ees are going to ask you if the Treas-
ury Department dipped into their
trust fund.

Let me tell you the answer is yes,
and the gentleman from Oklahoma,
Jim JonEes, is going to explain this a
little further about Social Security.

But let me just take civil service and
military retirees. We have seen an ero-
sion of their trust funds to the tune of
$8 million a day since October 1; a
grand total of $248 million has been
depleted from those trust funds be-
cause of the lack of investment, never
to be recouped unless it has a provi-
sion which Congressman JoNES and I
put in the bill. Those moneys will be
restored.

So I ask you to support the Rosten-
kowski amendment.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3% minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Mack].

Mr. MACK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

We are here today to supposedly
bring to a conclusion the debate over
doing something significant about the
deficits that we have all talked about
for several months.

The difference between the two
amendments that we are talking about
today is this. One has a goal certain,
the other does not. One pretends that
it has a goal certain starting at $161
billion and working down through a
series of numbers.

Ours has a specific number of $171.9
billion, the deficit number in the
budget resolution that you passed; and
by the way, it has no fudge factor in it.

What it means is that there will be
an automatic sequestering of funds
across the board this year. So, if you
are going to use that as an excuse not
to vote with us, that is no longer valid.

But let me tell you the little game
that is going on, what I refer to as the
typical back room political activities
here in Washington, the shell game.
We heard one of the speakers get up
here and talk about the fact that this
was a balanced budget plan that was
being offered by the Democratic
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Party. Well, that is true except the
maximum—and this is from your pro-
posal—the maximum deficit amounts
contained in paragraph 7 shall be al-
tered in accordance—notice the word
“altered”—altered in accordance with
the provisions of this paragraph to re-
flect changing economic conditions.

To arrive at the deficit target, you
take the deficit for the preceding
fiscal year, minus 20 percent of the
deficit for the fiscal year 1985, except
that the percentage specified in this
subparagraph shall be either increased
or decreased by 1 percent, depending
on a one-tenth-of-a-percentage in-
crease or decrease from 3 percent,
which as you all can tell, I mean, there
is no question that that will get us to a
balanced budget by 1990.

Did I make that clear?

Again this is quoting language in
your bill.
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If that is not enough for you, what
else has been done is that they have
designed this thing knowing it will be
unconstitutional. How did they do it?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MACK. No, I will not yield.

They have left OMB out of this pro-
posal. In other words, no longer will
the executive branch be involved.

They have also taken away the Pres-
idential veto. What they say is that
legislation that has passed in both
Houses but not signed by the Presi-
dent can be included in the baseline,
and, once again, what have we ended
up with? We have ended up with a
shell game. You are fooling the Ameri-
can people once again.

We have heard it. We have all heard
it year after year when we go back
home. They say, “We do not believe
anything that goes on in Washing-
ton.” What has been created by you is
exactly the same kind of thing—a shell
game that will no longer accomplish
what we started out to do, to balance
the budget by 1991.

They have exempted programs. Cer-
tainly, we are all concerned about
people, but every time we exempt a
program, and by the way, if you
happen not to be one of the special in-
terests that they protect, what that
means is that the remaining programs
will have to take a double hit.

I would close with this: Our families,
our children, the American workers,
have been asking for something to be
done. Do not give them one more po-
litical shell game.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me,

Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, after years of rhetoric and
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after years of struggling and wrestling
with the issue, today we make a deci-
sion on how we want to achieve a bal-
anced budget.

There is a Democratic alternative
and there is a Republican alternative.
Neither is perfect, neither may be
workable and neither is terribly fair.
But one of them will be chosen by this
House, and there is a question of
which one it should be. Let me say
that both the Democratic plan and the
Republican plan will cut spending.
Both the Democratic plan and the Re-
publican plan aim to balance that
budget by 1991, but there is a very real
difference between these two plans.

The Gramm-Rudman plan is a tor-
pedo that is aimed at the ship of state.
What the Democrats have said is that
before this ship sinks, before the ship
goes under the waves, we will try to
put women and children into the life-
boats. We will take those who need
health care in the beginning of their
lives and we will provide that. For
those who need health care at the end
of their lives, we will try and provide
it. For those who need nutrition to
grow and to thrive and to become pro-
ductive citizens, we will try to provide
it. For the poorest of the poor in this
country, we will try to provide suste-
nance for them.

That is not all of the people who
need help in this country. We basically
provide a triage for the poor. For
those who are the most seriously af-
fected by the disadvantages in this
country, we have tried to take them
off of this ship and put them into the
lifeboats.

But the Republican plan has done
just the opposite. It has targeted them
for destruction. It has targeted those
communities for destruction and for
direct hits. How has it done that? Be-
cause they have continued to try to
shift the exempt programs away from
domestic and toward defense pro-
grams. They have continued to try to
unbalance the cuts that Gramm and
Rudman said they wanted to provide.

So the question is: Both plans will
take us to a balanced budget in 1991,
both plans will cut spending, both
plans will reorganize this Government.
The question is: When we do this, will
we do it with some compassion and
some understanding so those, the least
fortunate of us, will have an opportu-
nity to try to thrive in the American
society?

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3% minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. GRADISON].

Mr. GRADISON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, we have been hearing
from the other side all kinds of splen-
did arguments for voting in favor of
the Democratic alternative. There are
at least four reasons we have not
heard much about.
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First, if you are in favor of disinvest-
ment of the Social Security trust
funds, then by all means vote “yes.”
There is much we do not know about
the Democratic plan, but one thing for
sure is that it will be rejected by the
other body. That assures us that the
Treasury will have no choice but to
disinvest. Those of you who vote “aye”
can count on spending the next year
explaining to senior citizens why their
trust funds were misused in this way.

A second reason to vote “aye” is to
assure that we will have a plan that
will not work. The Democratic plan is
programmed to self-destruct, carefully
written to assure unconstitutionality
by leaving OMB out of the process and
by including a nonseverability clause.

A third reason to vote in favor of the
other side’s approach is to assure con-
tinued big deficits. The inclusion of
floating, readjustable targets practi-
cally guarantees continued big deficits.
And so does the provision for detrig-
gering, if the Congress meets the defi-
cit target but the President vetoes the
legislation. This is like going to war
with a water pistol. What we need is a
trigger that shoots real bullets in
order to force the Congress to imple-
ment its own budget goals.

And finally, an ‘“aye” vote assures
unequal treatment of spending pro-
grams. It throws out the window the
notion of evenly shared reductions by
adding to the list exempt from any
cutbacks, and even treating Medicare,
which is not an indexed program, as if
it were. Do not be confused by the idea
that these additional exemptions are
meant to zap defense. Yes, defense will
get a heavier hit, but so will a long list
of nondefense programs.

As for this Member, I will vote “no”
because I want a plan that will work. I
will vote “no’” because I want a plan
that will end big deficits. I will vote
“no” because I want to assure equal
treatment of spending programs, and I
will vote “no” because I oppose disin-
vestment of Social Security trust
funds.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RANGEL].

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would only point out
that no plan exempts veterans’ pen-
sions except the Democratic plan, and
I think that is of paramount impor-
tance. They are not a special-interest
group. They are veterans who served
this country and to whom we owe a
debt of gratitude. We need to protect
them.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I cringe
when I hear this program described as
the Democratic alternative. I came to
this House this morning opposed to
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this program, but the more I hear
from the opposition, the more I am
convinced that this is the only pro-
gram that we really have that we can
be proud to go back home and say that
we are supporting.

We are talking about shell games. Is
this a Democratic-controlled deficit
that we are talking about? Did the
Democrats reduce taxes by some $750
billion? Was it the Democratic Presi-
dent who has brought a budget out of
balance every year for the last 5 years?
Was it the Democrats who really are
asking that we increase the debt ceil-
ing to over $2 trillion? Is it the Demo-
cratic President who is bringing us a
deficit of over $200 billion for this
year? Is it the Democrats who are
asking us to invade space in order to
make certain that we take away from
our kids, our aged, our sick, our blind,
and our disabled?

If we are talking about some equity
here, I came in here believing that this
alternative lacked the sensitivity that
it deserved for the American people.
But I tell my colleagues this: When
the vote is taken today, do not believe
that it is just the Democrats who have
the poor and the aged and the blind.
Take a look at the people in your dis-
trict and remember, when the final
count was taken in terms of balancing
the budget of the United States that
at last it was one party that consid-
ered those who had nothing to do with
making it unbalanced, and we are here
to protect them today.
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Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker,
much time do I have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Duncaxn] has 8% minutes remaining
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
RosTENKOWSKI] has 10 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. LaTTAl

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, let me say
I enjoyed listening, as I always do, to
my good friend from New York [Mr.
RANGEL].

The only thing he forgot in his re-
marks was that this House has been
controlled by the Democrats every day
since I have been here, and as long as I
can remember. And that every single
spending bill has gone first through
Congress. Not one single President, be
he Democrat or Republican, has ever
spent one single penny that was not
first authorized and appropriated by
whom? Those same people that my
friend from New York was alluding to.
Yes.

Mr. Speaker, let me say that thisis a
serious business, very serious. We
should not take it in jest. Let us con-
sider what we have before us today.

how
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We have a $2 trillion debt. I do not
care who you blame, whether you
blame the President, whom you always
try to blame, or whether you blame
yourselves, we have a $2 trillion debt.
That is taking 15 cents out of every
single dollar that comes into this
Treasury just to service that debt, and
it is up 50 percent in just 10 years. We
have a serious problem.

Let me say that all of these pro-
grams that have gone through that
have cost money, you voted for. I am
glad to hear at least once that liberal
spenders are saying that today we
want to do something about it.

But where were you when you were
being contacted by the chairman of
the Budget Committee, when we were
in conference on the budget wanting
to find ways that we could cut in the
budget bill that we finally passed on
August 1? You were saying no, you
could not cut those programs, and we
came back with a $171.9 billion deficit
for fiscal year 1986. My, it was tough.

But is is going to be tougher today.
If you ever pass the $161 billion deficit
ceiling that you allude to, I am ready
to make those reductions and to put
my vote where my mouth is. Are you?
You have not been ready in the past. I
can point out a couple who have, but
only a couple. But it will be tough.
Why? Because private sector forecast-
ers are saying the fiscal year 1986
budget deficit will be $200 billion.
That means we will have to cut or se-
quester $39 billion to get to that $161
billion target—at an annual rate, that
is $53 billion in further cuts—we are
already through part of fiscal year
1986.

Let me say a yes vote today for this
hastily contrived Democrat plan is a
no vote, for Gramm-Rudman and you
cannot escape that. The other body
will not accept it. You know it and I
know it. We need to pass a proposal
which stands a chance of being adopt-
ed by the Senate—namely the Michel
proposal.

Now what does the Democrat plan
do? It reduces to $161 billion the defi-
cit in fiscal year 1986, but at the same
time you are adding $50.5 billion in ad-
ditional exempted programs, from the
Gramm-Rudman sequestering provi-
sion. You cannot have it both ways.
This is your proposal, not mine. In the
conference I voted for the $161 billion
limit but not with all of these exempt-
ed programs added on, not $50 billion.
So it you are sincere, take out the $50
billion.

No, you are not willing to do that.
No one can support this $161 billion
figure with the billions of dollars in
exempted programs because it is una-
chievable unless, of course, you want
to run up the white flag and proclaim
to the world that the United States no
longer sustains a strong national de-
fense. The Russians would love for
this House to cut the legs off of our
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President just before he meets with
their leader on arms reduction.

If you vote for the Democrat plan,
you might just as well tell the Presi-
dent of the United States to stay at
home, because we have taken all of
your bargaining chips away from you.

Under the Democrat proposal, only
44 percent of the total budget would
be subject to sequestering. With
Gramm-Rudman 59 percent is avail-
able for sequester. Need I tell you
where we will get the lion's share of
these reductions with the Democrat
plan? Out of defense, out of defense.

Is that what you want? That is what
you will get under this proposal.

So if you want a proposal, I say vote
down this hastily contrived plan.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PICKLE].

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, it is a sad
commentary on our times that the
Congress has not been able to disci-
pline itself on spending. We would not
be in this dilema today if we had been
able to cut spending. But today, our
Government is in another fiscal crisis
and is being brought to its knees be-
cause we haven't been able to address
this issue. The people deserve better
treatment from their Congress.

It seems obvious that some kind of
sequestration procedure is going to
pass. Neither of the alternatives are
perfect, but the Rostenkowski propos-
al is more fair.

I take strong personal objection to
the accusations by my friends on the
other side of the aisle that this alter-
native is a shell game and a cover. The
fact that our alternative would reduce
the deficit to $161 billion starting this
year speaks far more eloguently of our
sincerity and commitment to reduce
the deficit than all the partisan
charges that this is simply a shell

game.

This deficit belongs to all of us in
this room, not to any single political
party. I hope the alternative will pass
and the other body will send us back a
bipartisan proposition that will enable
us to meet our obligations to this Re-
public.

Mr., ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. PANETTA].

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, before
us I think is one of the most impor-
tant votes of our career because it im-
pacts on every program, every jurisdic-
tion, every constituent. And more im-
portantly, it impacts on the checks
and balances that were built into our
Constitution. This is not a vote that
we ought to take carelessly.

This proposal, from its beginning,
was born in frustration, and it was
born in panic. But that is not reason
for the House of Representatives to
act out of frustration or out of panic.
We need to consider this proposal
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carefully and try to make it balanced
and effective and fair.

We have tried to do this over the
last few weeks in conference. It is not
easy to do to resolve all of the prob-
lems in Gramm/Rudman. But at least
we know what is in the Democratic al-
ternative. They still do not know what
is in their alternative. They are work-
ing late into the night to try to devel-
op amendments. They have had four
weeks to present something to the
Congress, and yet they continue to
make changes.

We know what is in our proposal and
what needs to be cured. We want to
make our proposal as we have, sensi-
tive to the economy. That is impor-
tant. We make it real. Yes, it is a $161
billion figure, but we feel if we are
going to do this, let us do it now, not
later.

Third, we make it fair, because we
do feel that the poorest of the poor
need to be protected. If we are going
to exempt 52 percent of the Federal
budget, then by God, we ought to at
least exempt the people who are the
poor in this country.

And in addition to that, we protect
the balance of powers. Yes, we use
CBO. What is the matter with the
CBO? The whole argument in the
other body was that they want to
make this ministerial for the Presi-
dent. Our proposal makes it ministeri-
al because we retain control over what
the order is that goes to the President.

We also guarantee that there will be
a constitutional test of this proposal
which is absolutely essential. This is
not an issue on the deficit. We are all
concerned about the deficit. This is an
issue of the Constitution, of justice
and of the balance of powers.

Vote for the Democratic alternative.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, the
choice between the Democratic and
Gramm-Rudman deficit reduction
plans is one of the sorriest choices this
House has ever had to make. Neither
plan, neither alternative, is very fair,
very persuasive, or very permanent,
and there is plenty of blame to go
around. We have passed a lot of bills.
The President has refused to veto
every one of the bills. So there is
plenty of blame to go around.

But the choice is only between two
plans. There are three major differ-
ences between the two plans.

Our plan starts now, your plan starts
after the election.

The second difference, our plan
starts now, your plan does not start
until after the election.

Finally, the third difference, our
plan starts now, your plan does not
start until after the election.
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Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY].

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of the Democratic al-
ternative.

You know, we, as individuals, really
look after our own turf in Congress.

I say the veterans are treated more
fairly under this alternative than
under Gramm-Rudman,

Mr. Speaker, under this proposal,
the disabled veteran and the low-
income veteran is treated just like the
Social Security recipient, and that is
the way it ought to be. There are 28
million living veterans and 60 million
dependents of veterans, and they will
be affected by being included in the
cost-of-living increases under our al-
ternative.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to say
under the Democratic alternative the
veteran is not treated as a second-class
citizen.
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Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. HUBBARD].

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, I
speak at this time as a Democrat who
strongly favors a consitutional amend-
ment to balance the Federal budget. I
am one of those Democrates that my
friend, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
LaTtTal referred to as a Democrat who
votes time and again for budget redue-
tion.

If I thought Gramm-Rudman was
the best approach today to balancing
the Federal budget, I guarantee I
would vote that way, but surely the
American people can see what is going
on here. Gramm-Rudman puts budget
cutting on hold until after the 1986
elections, the congressional elections,
mind you; the people of America are
sick and tired of rheotric, and want
action about this $2 trillion debt.

Gramm-Rudman makes no reduc-
tions in the first year, and does not re-
quire the Reagan administration to
prepare a balanced budget. The Ros-
tenkowski alternative would accelerate
deficit reduction a lot faster than
Gramm-Rudman.

Under CBO estimates, the Rosten-
kowski alternative would require a bal-
anced budget by fiscal year 1990, 1
year sooner than Gramm-Rudman,
The Gramm-Rudman scheme has a lot
of appeal because it appears to balance
the budget, but Gramm-Rudman does
not even begin to reduce the budget
until fiscal year 1987.

If you are really sincere about voting
for budget reductions and a balanced
budget, and if you are conservative,
you will vote for the Rostenkowski al-
ternative.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. LEATH].
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Mr. LEATH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
:.’(t)m.nk the gentleman for yielding time

me.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. LEATH of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Rostenkowski amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, earlier today, I voted “no”
on the motion to recede from disagreement
with the Senate amendment. I did so be-
cause, like many of my colleagues, I am
not at all happy with either the Democratic
or Republican alternatives before us today.
We can and should do better and I would
send it back to conference where we were
making progress on a bipartisan alterna-
tive until about 3 days ago.

I am very disappointed that the Demo-
cratic alternative takes certain programs
off the table almost entirely, in terms of ex-
empting them from some of the stringent
budget cuts that may become necessary if
the Congress fails to reach an accord on
the best way to meet deficit-reduction tar-
gets. I don’t dispute the importance of
those programs—AFDC, food stamps, SSI,
and others—to the sick, the elderly, and the
needy. I have supported those programs in
the past and will take a back seat to no one
when it comes to concern for the most vul-
nerable in our society.

On the other hand, I find it difficult to
completely differentiate those exempted
programs from a number of others that
also serve very important functions in our
society, such as law enforcement, the
courts, the Coast Guard, education, and
others. I'm not sure that we should be cre-
ating any sacred cows—and I don’t see that
there is a sufficient basis to do so—as we
attempt to come to grips with the terrific
imbalance between Federal spending and
revenues.

Indeed, such exemptions for certain pro-
grams place a disproportionate share of the
burden on others because every dollar we
don't cut from AFDC or food stamps is an
extra dollar that must be cut from drug en-
forcement, the courts, the FBI, higher edu-
cation, border patrol, and so on. Beyond
that, many of these nonexempted programs
have fixed costs, which means that budget
cuts must come out of manpower.

As my colleagues know, I have been very
concerned about the problem of law en-
forcement in this country, especially at a
time when we are seeing a rise in interna-
tional terrorism, bumper crops of illegal
drugs flooding our shores, and major crime
rings are sometimes better equipped than
some of the armies around the world.

The types of spending cuts envisioned
under the Democratic plan might yield law-
enforcement cuts upward of 25 percent. I
find that difficult to justify when other
programs are being spared entirely from
the budget knife.

On the broader problem of bringing run-
away Federal borrowing under control,
however, I have little doubt that the Demo-
cratic alternative is dramatically superior
to the Republican proposal in terms of both
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timetable and procedure. It contemplates
that, if the economy is robust, deficit re-
duction can proceed at a quicker pace. On
the other hand, if the economy is sluggish,
the Democratic alternative slows the severe
budget cuts that could otherwise turn a
mild recession into a major one, or even a
depression.

Assuming economic growth on the order
of 3 percent over the next few years, how-
ever, the Democratic alternative gets us
where we want to go a lot faster, with a
deficit of $57 billion by fiscal 1988, and just
$4 billion by 1989. The Republican ap-
proach, in contrast, has no cuts worth men-
tioning before fiscal 1988,

In terms of the procedures under the
Democratic approach, responsibility for
budget cutting would stay where it be-
longs—here in the Congress. It would
amend our rules, so that any one Member
of this body could make a binding objec-
tion if a budget was brought up which did
not stay within our deficit-reduction tar-
gets. The targets could be overridden only
by a three-fifths vote, the same as is set
forth in the balanced-budget constitutional
amendment which has been so fervently ad-
vocated by some of our colleagues.

If Congress does fail to do its job, the
President would be required to follow a set
formula in making the necessary budget
cuts—just as would be the case under
Gramm-Rudman—but without the danger-
ously broad exercise of discretion possible
under Gramm-Rudman.

At the same time, the Democratic alter-
native allows for an expedited procedure
for adjudicating constitutional challenges
to the procedure.

In conclusion, despite its many short-
comings, the Rostenkowski alternative ap-
pears to be the approach which takes the
most expeditious and responsible road to
getting our fiscal house in order. I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. LEATH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
ladies and gentlemen, if there is any-
body in this institution who really be-
lieves that we are going to vote for a
perfect document in here today, you
had better take a gut check.

Because, ladies and gentlemen, what
we are doing and what we have done
for 3 weeks now is to prove to the
American people that there is no re-
sponsible way for us to abdicate our
responsibility to govern.

That is the real thing that we are
proving up here. Now, I applaud my
friends Senators, GrRaMM, RUDMAN,
and HoLrinGgs, for bringing us to this
point, but I resent to some degree; I
can understand partisan rhetoric as
good as anybody, and I have done my
share of it, but I resent, to some
degree, as my friend, JAKE PICKLE, said
when people say, “Oh, the Democrats
are demagoging with this $161 billion.

Let me tell you something, neighbor:
There is no demagoguery in the $161
billion; it is going to bite Democrats; it
is going to bite Republicans, and it is
going to bite Ronald Reagan; and if
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you do not know that, you have not
read it.

Now, I am amazed that after years
of trying to cut this deficit to see my
friends, some of them on the Republi-
can side the other night when we first
threw out the figure of $161 billion
just go crazy; “Oh, my Lord, we can't
do that. That is what we have been
telling the people for 20 years, that we
can’'t do it.” Now who has got an
excuse that we cannot do it?

We need to attack this deficit while
we have got an economy that can
stand this level of cuts, and I think
that that is what this proposal does.

The goods news, Mr. Speaker, and
the American people, is that I think
regardless of which one of these
passes, that the American people are
going to ultimately be the winner, per-
haps, but I happen to believe, too, in
fairness, because I am a conservative
Democrat and because we are conserv-
atives we do not have to say that we
have no compassion for poor people;
they are our poor people in this coun-
try.

It does not make any difference
what your political philosophy is; I
would much prefer that we solve this
problem based on fairness and equity
across the board; we are not going to
do that; we have said we were not
going to do it by statute in the
Gramm-Rudman proposal.

So for us to come in here and say
that we are not going to do the same
to a few poor people and to the veter-
ans in this country, I think is blatant-
ly wrong.

So I would urge that we vote for this
alternative because it is a good one.

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
resent the implication of the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. MACK] that veterans are
a special interest. We as a Nation owe our
veterans for what they have sacrificed to
protect our Nation and our way of life, and
the gentleman and his colleagues should
not forget the debt that we owe them. That
is the wrong attitude and action for this
Congress to take. Under the Democratic al-
ternative, veterans pensions and disability
compensation would be excluded from
budget cuts. Under Gramm-Rudman or the
House Republican alternative they would
be cut. That is just one aspect of the Demo-
cratic budget balancing alternative which
makes it better.

The Democratic alternative will bring the
budget in balance in fiscal year 1990, not
fiscal year 1991 as the Republican and
Gramm-Rudman plans would. It would
begin the budget cutting today, not next
year. It would avoid the political posturing
contained in the Republican alternative
and in Gramm-Rudman which would allow
22 Members of the Senate to avoid facing
up to the cuts until after their reelection
campaigns in 1986. The Democratic plan
does what virtually every economist be-
lieves must be done—cut the deficit now
rather than requiring that it be done in the
future.
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The Democratic alternative is clear and
defined in what programs are subject to
cuts, the Republican alternative and
Gramm-Rudman are not. The Democratic
alternative would exclude Social Security
from cuts and take it off budget where it
belongs. The Republican alternative and
Gramm-Rudman would exclude Social Se-
curity, but would still leave it on budget
and vulnerable to future congressional
cuts. The Democratic alternative specifical-
ly excludes those programs which benefit
the poorest of the poor. The Republican al-
ternative and Gramm-Rudman would not.
The Democratic alternative would exclude
Medicare from cuts beyond annual cost of
living adjustments to ensure that the elder-
ly and disabled are not cut off the roles.
The Republican alternative and Gramm-
Rudman would leave them exposed.

The Democratic alternative takes into
consideration the economic realities of
fiscal policy. The Republican alternative
and Gramm-Rudman do not. The Demo-
cratic alternative would tie spending cuts
directly to the performance of the econo-
my. When the economy is growing, spend-
ing cuts would be increased. If the econo-
my were to shift to negative growth, then
spending cuts would be lessened until
growth is resumed. Therefore, in times of
economic growth, like we are experiencing
today, more spending would be cut under
the Democratic alternative, which we are
doing today, than under the Republican al-
ternative or Gramm-Rudman. Likewise,
were the economy to slip into a recession
and the structural deficit rose, Gramm-
Rudman would require greater spending
cuts and tax increases causing an even
deeper recession. That is simply economic
insanity and all Americans would suffer.

The Democratic alternative cuts the defi-
cit now. It puts all the spending on the
table, both social and defense. It spares
only the poorest of the poor, Social Securi-
ty, and our veterans, to whom we owe a
debt. We must join together as a Nation
and contribute to the elimination of the
deficit. To paraphrase President Reagan,
“If not us, who? If not now, when?" I
firmly believe that to eliminate the deficits,
we must put Gramm-Rudman into effect
now, not later.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of the basic thrust of
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings proposal. I
do so out of a deeply held belief that at
long last the Congress can fulfill its imper-
ative obligation to do something construe-
tive about the horrendous deficit in our
Federal budget.

For far too long, Mr. Speaker, we have
voiced objections to the deficit. Now we
have an opportunity to translate our voices
into reality.

Mr. Speaker, I realize that efforts to
change the proposal before us in any way—
at least in the eyes of some—might appear
to weaken it. While that is generally true,
in my view it is not true as to one most de-
serving group of individuals,

Mr. Speaker, as the ranking member of
the House Veterans' Affairs Committee, I
must recall to the members that adequate
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compensation for service connected dis-
abled veterans, their dependents and survi-
vors involves a moral commitment of our
Nation of the highest order. No commit-
ment can or should exceed it. Gramm-
Rudman would exclude Social Security re-
cipients from its otherwise broad umbrella.
If that is to be the case—and I do not
object to that exclusion—then surely we
must assure the same consideration for our
disabled veterans.

To that end, Mr. Speaker, I earnestly
urge all of my colleagues to again place
upon the public record a reiteration of our
commitment to those who have given great-
ly of their minds and bodies that this
Nation might endure. I urge complete ex-
clusion from the provisions of Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings compensation for service
connected disabled veterans, their depend-
ents and survivors.

As the President has said, “They have al-
ready paid their dues to our Nation.” We
ought not to ask that they do more. If any
group is to be excluded from Gramm-
Rudman, this one ought to be at the top of
the list.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, as one of the
Members who tried to work with the Senate
in developing a plan to reduce our Nation's
cancerous deficits, I urge my colleagues to
support the plan developed by the House
and to reject the Senate version.

Everyone knows we desperately need to
reduce deficits. The present policy is im-
moral. It is burdening our children and
their children with the taxes we refuse to
pay for the services we demand. We are
adding $5,706 in new Federal debt per
second to the burden of the next genera-
tion.

This excessive deficit spending kceps the
real rate of interest artificially high, has
made the dollar overvalued compared to
foreign currencies, and has resulted in un-
precedented trade deficits which are de-
stroying the industrial base of the Nation
and causing millions to be unemployed.

We must act—and we must act now.

And that is why the House offer to the
Senate is the better form of the Gramm-
Rudman amendment. It cuts the deficits
now, to a level of $161 billion from what
will probably be a fiscal year 1986 deficit of
about $190 billion. It reduces next year’s
deficits to $110.2 billion, compared to
Gramm-Rudman’s $144 billion goal. It
would reach a balanced budget by 1989,
rather than Gramm-Rudman’s 1991.

The House version of this bill will make
this Congress and this President earn their
pay, by making the hard choices we were
elected to make. The Senate version post-
pones the pain and increases the injury to
the economy.

The American people clearly support
action faster than the Senate’s bill. Yester-
day, a Lou Harris poll was released show-
ing that, while most people support
Gramm-Rudman, even more people wanted
it started immediately. By 61 to 34 percent,
people say that they want the budget reduc-
tion process to start in 1986 rather than
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waiting until 1987 for major reductions. My
own poll of my congressional district this
spring showed my constituents willing to
make changes—defense cuts, revenue-rais-
ing tax reforms, and domestic cuts—which
resulted in an average deficit of about $44
billion.

Mr. Speaker, the people are so far ahead
of the Congress on this issue that we have
become a laughingstock. The House pro-
posal, at least, moves quickly toward what
my constituents want.

Both versions protect Social Security
benefits. But the Senate bill really doesn’t.
Anyone who votes for the Senate bill is cut-
ting Social Security—and any rhetoric to
the contrary is false. After telling us for
nearly a month that Gramm-Rudman
placed Medicare in category 1, thus limit-
ing the size of its cuts under a sequestering
order to the size of the indexed adjust-
ments, last night the Senate offer placed
Medicare in category 2, meaning that pay-
ments to providers would be sequesterable,
and that Social Security beneficiaries will
be charged for extra doctor and hospital
fees. If that isn’t a reduction in Social Se-
curity benefits, 1 don’t know what is. By
permitting freezes in spending on Medicare,
the House bill is tough. The Senate bill per-
mits cuts and will cause the denial of care
and less adequate treatment for millions of
retirees.

The poll of my congressional district
clearly showed that people did not want
safety net, or programs for the poor, dis-
abled, and sick to be cut. The House bill ex-
empts basic-core safety net programs from
cuts under sequestering. The Senate offer
did not. The Senate bill did, however,
exempt such programs as the Export-
Import Bank, the Synfuels Corporation, the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and other
less-than-essential agencies from feeling
the pain of cuts.

For these reasons—quicker, more deci-
sive action on the deficits, and a better
sense of Government priorities—I urge sup-
port of the House proposal and defeat of
the Senate bill.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to state
my firm opposition to any procedural
device that pretends to deal with the budget
deficit through “smoke and mirrors.”

We stand united on the need to move im-
mediately to bring the Federal deficit into
line. There is only one way to accomplish
that goal. We must act now to make cuts in
spending—or we must increase revenues.
The Gramm-Rudman proposal from the
other body does neither of these.

Instead—while once again postponing
these hard decisions—the proposal creates
a procedural device that—if it works—
would result in an unprecedented shift of
legislative powers to the President. Al-
though attempts have been made to limit
the President’s discretion under this bill,
the simple fact is that Congress would be
transferring substantial authority to the
President to decide the manner in which
spending cuts would be made.

Moreover, the cuts the President would
make down the road will unfairly fall on
poor and needy Americans. The claim made
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in the other body that cuts in spending will
be across the board is simply not true.
Much of the defense budget is exempted—
as is interest on national debt and Social
Security. Thus, safety net programs, such
as food stamps, health care, and child nu-
trition, already slashed deeply since 1981,
would bear a disproportionate burden of
further cuts.

I am dismayed that the Congress would
participate in this wholesale giveaway of
powers that our Founding Fathers so care-
fully preserved for the branch of Govern-
ment closest to the people—the U.S. Con-

gress,

When the Founding Fathers established
this great Nation, one of their primary
goals was to place government in the hands
of the people—to protect against arbitrary
government that necessarily results from
all power being placed in the hands of a
single person.

For this reason, our Constitution, which
has endured and protected us for nearly
200 years, was based on the core principle
of separation of powers.

Our Constitution establishes three
branches of government—the Congress,
which is charged with making the laws; the
executive, which is charged with imple-
menting the laws; and the judiciary, which
is charged with interpreting the laws.

This separation of powers was not an idle
one—our founders viewed it as essential to
preserve our liberties.

Nor was this separation intended to be
an efficient, “expeditious,” expedient one.
It was intended to force the leaders of this
country to make tough choices that consid-
er the contending needs, interests, and
values of our citizens, and to do so in a
public forum that can exact a political cost.

The Gramm-Rudman proposal is an as-
sault—however clouded with rhetoric about
the need to “balance the budget” and
“reduce the deficit”—on this fundamental
constitutional principle of separation of
powers.

Gramm-Rudman leaves no doubt, either
in its operative provisions or in its defini-
tions, as to the consequences of the Presi-
dential actions it authorizes—the President
is required to permanently cancel outlays
of authorized and appropriated amounts
which were enacted into law in accordance
with constitutional procedures.

The Gramm-Rudman proposal seeks to
circumvent constitutional requirements, by
delegating unconstitutional lawmaking
powers to the President. The proposal at-
tempts to authorize the President to undo a
law by something less than a law—and is
thus wunconstitutional. While under the
Constitution Congress can delegate the au-
thority to implement laws, it cannot dele-
gate the authority to repeal laws. This is
precisely what the Gramm-Rudman propos-
al purports to do.

This defect is not cured by the role given
to CBO—in fact, it is made worse in view
of the Supreme Court ruling in Buckley
versus Valeo, which precludes the assign-
ment of executive functions to legislative
branch agencies.
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The separation of powers issue involved
here is far more than a technical question
of the procedures required by the Constitu-
tion. The framers of the Constitution were
adamant that spending and taxing be in the
hands of the legislative body which would
make the decisions and set the priorities.

Congress can exercise this lawmaking
authority regarding the power of the purse,
as any other lawmaking authority, only
through enacting laws. Any other proce-
dure, however “convenient” and “efficient,”
is not constitutional,

It is no idle concept that only through
the power of the purse does Congress have
any effective control of the executive—as
has been repeatedly demonstrated through
our history, recently in the Nixon im-
poundment cases, and even more recently
as Congress has prohibited or demanded
the expenditure of authorized funds for
various purposes. This power of the purse
was given to Congress both so it could pre-
serve its own prerogatives and so it could
limit the otherwise potentially unlimited
power of the President.

The Founders of this country intended
that the Congress exercise its lawmaking
authority to make spending and taxing de-
cisions. The Founders no doubt knew the
difficulty and discomfort that these deci-
sions would produce. But these choices are
among the most basic to be made by any
government. It is precisely this reason that
these decisions were placed squarely in the
Congress, which cannot constitutionally
refuse to make them, however politically
advantageous or expedient it may be to do

80.

1987 will be the 200th anniversary of the
adoption of the Constitution. I urge my col-
leagues to carefully consider the nature
and consequences of the decisions we are
called on to make today. We must make
the necessary—and very difficult—choices
required to reduce the deficit. But at the
same time, we must discharge our responsi-
bility to preserve both the spirit and the
letter of the Constitution upon which this
Nation is founded.

The alternative before us today is an im-
proved version over that which came from
the other body. It begins to make cuts in
spending now and does not wait for a
whole year. At the same time, this alterna-
tive recognizes the critical needs of the
poor and exempts or minimizes the impact
of budget cuts on safety net programs. The
alternative also puts a measure of flexibil-
ity into the deficit targets to take into ac-
count varying economic conditions.

I do not believe, however, that we have
resolved the constitutional problems with
this measure. That is why the inclusion of
a provision in this alternative proposal
calling for quick judicial review is abso-
lutely essential. And to prevent any unin-
tended or skewed result in the overall
working of this legislation, if any part is
found unconstitutional, the whole measure
must fall under the nonseverability clause
contained in the alternative.

Mr. Speaker, I am inserting for the
record a letter I wrote to the House confer-
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ees setting forth in greater detail my con-
cerns with the constitutionality of this pro-
posal. I also wish to insert another letter,
sent to Congressman SYNAR by the distin-
guished constitutional scholar, Lawrence
H. Tribe, who is the Ralph S. Tyler, Jr.,
professor of constitutional law at Harvard
Law School, which also discusses the

doubtful constitutionality of this measure:
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, October 16, 1985.
Hon. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

Dear Dan: Because of your appointment
as a conferee on House Joint Resolution
372, Extension of the Public Debt Limit, I
am writing to express my serious concerns
regarding the constitutional issues raised by
the Gramm-Rudman proposal set forth in
this resolution. While only the courts can
definitively interpret the Constitution, it is
nevertheless our responsibility to examine
these issues in considering this proposal.

The Gramm-Rudman proposal requires
the President to cut statutory appropria-
tions whenever the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) and the Congressional
Budget Office (CBO) determine that the
deficit in any of the covered years (1986-
1991) exceeds the amount authorized by the
proposal. The cuts ordered by the President
would be made both to increases in auto-
matic expenditures and to controllable ex-
penditures, so that the target deficit figure
would be met. The President’s order would
become effective 30 days after its issuance.

The power delegated to the President
under this proposal is a lawmaking power,
one that carries with it permanent legal
consequences. As the Gramm-Rudman pro-
posal itself states:

“Any automatic spending increases modi-
fied or suspended, or any amounts of budget
authority, obligation limitation, other budg-
etary resources, or loan limitations seques-
tered by an order of the President under
this Act are permanently cancelled, and the
legal rights, if any, of persons to receive
such automatic spending increases shall be
deemed to be extinguished to the extent that
the operation of laws providing for such in-
creases are modified or suspended by such
an order.” (Italic added)

In the definition section of the proposal,
the term “sequester” is defined as:

“[Tlhe permanent cancellation of budget
authority, obligation limitations, other
budgetary resources, or loan limitations, to
the extent necessary to reduce each control-
lable expenditure by a uniform percentage.”
(Italic added)

Gramm-Rudman thus leaves no doubt,
either in its operative provisions or in its
definitions, as to the consequences of the
President's actions—the President is re-
quired to permanently cancel outlays of au-
thorized and appropriated amounts which
were enacted into law in accordance with
constitutional procedures. Gramm-Rudman
does purport to limit the President's free-
dom of action in making such cancellations.
For example, the President is instructed
that his actions may not “have the effect of
eliminating any program, project, or activity
of the Federal Government.” Gramm-
Rudman further provides that the Presi-
dent is not given new authority under its
terms to:

“alter the relative priorities in the Federal
Budget that are established by law, and no
person who is, or becomes, eligible for bene-
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fits under any provision of law shall be
denied eligibility by reason of this section.”

However, none of these limitations alters
the fundamental fact that the proposal con-
fers on the President the power to cancel
the amounts of authorized and appropriated
funds, thus terminating legal rights estab-
lished under constitutionally enacted legis-
lation. To a substantial but indeterminate
degree, the President and his Office of Man-
agement and Budget will be able to exercise
interpretative discretion in determining ex-
actly what aspects of programs are to be cut
back, and to what degree. These are matters
traditionally—and constitutionally—within
the Congress' lawmaking power.

The provisions of the Constitution are ex-
plicit on the procedures necessary to enact
legislation. These procedures require the in-
volvement of both Houses of Congress and
the President.:

“All legislative Powers herein granted
shall be vested in a Congress of the United
States, which shall consist of a Senate and a
House of Representatives.” Art. I, § 1.

“Every Bill which shall have passed the
House of Representatives and the Senate,
shall, before it becomes a Law, be presented
to the President of the United States; . . .”
Art. I, §7,cl 2.

“Every Order Resolution, or Vote to
which the Concurrence of the Senate and
House of Representatives may be necessary
(except in a question of Adjournment) shall
be presented to the President of the United
States; and before the Same shall take
Effect, shall be approved by him, or being
disapproved by him, shall be repassed by
two-thirds of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives, according to the Rules and
Limitations prescribed in the Case of a
Bill.” Art. 1, § 7, cl. 3.

Attempts to deviate from this lawmaking
process have been unequivocally struck
down by the Supreme Court. The most
recent example is LN.S. v. Chadha, 462 U.S,
919 (1983), where the Supreme Court ruled
that “legislative vetoes” are unconstitution-
al. In Chadha, the Court stated that legisla-
tion can be enacted only one way—through
the steps required by the Constitution: bi-
cameralism (action by both Houses) and
presentment to the President (who may sign
the proposal or whose refusal to sign may
be overriden by Congress).

Thus, in Chadha, the Supreme Court
ruled that Congress cannot undo a law by
anything short of a new law, and that all
laws must be adopted through the constitu-
tionally mandated procedures quoted above.
The Court stated in the strongest terms
that delgations of authority could not be so
crafted as to avoid this constitutional proce-
dure, which had been carefully devised to
preserve not only the rights of the people
but also the separation (and balance of
power) among the branches of government.

The Gramm-Rudman proposal seeks to
circumvent these constitutional require-
ments, as did legislative veto, except that
Gramm-Rudman attempts to do so by dele-
gating unconstitutional powers to the Presi-
dent, rather than to one or both Houses of
Congress. Though its language merely di-
rects the President to issue an “order” re-
quiring a reduction in expenditures—a man-
datory duty based on the projected econom-
ic conclusions of two bureaucratic agen-
cies—the effect of these so-called orders is
to repeal duly enacted statutes. The propos-
al attempts to authorize the President to
undo a law by something less than a law—
and is thus unconstitutional.
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While under the Constitution Congress
can delegate the authority to implement
laws, it cannot delegate the authority to
repeal laws. This is precisely what the
Gramm-Rudman proposal purports to do.

However, the issue involved here is far
more than a technical question of the proce-
dures required by the Constitution, as to
some extent was the case with legislative
veto. The spending (in this case, “non-
spending”) authority delegated by the
Gramm-Rudman amendment goes to the
core of the concept of separation of powers
and is one specifically addressed in the Con-
stitution:

“The Congress shall have Power To lay
and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Ex-
cises, to pay the Debts and provide for the
common Defence and general Welfare of
the United States; but all Duties, Imposts
and Excises shall be uniform throughout
the United States; . . ."” Constitution of the
United States, Art. I, § 8, Clause 1.

“No money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in consequence of appropria-
}rions made by law . . ." Article I, § 9, Clause

The Framers of the Constitution were ad-
amant that spending and taxing be in the
hands of the legislative body which would
make the decisions and set the priorities.!

This explicit assignment to Congress of
spending authority was not made lightly. In
fact, it reflected the framers' familiarity
with the long and bitter battles of the Eng-
lish Parliament to win control over revenues
and expenditures. It also reflected the fram-
ers' own experience in which spending and
taxing decisions had been made for the colo-
nies by the royal governors—the equivalent
of the Executive Branch.

Congress can exercise this Constitutional
authority, as any other lawmaking author-
ity, only through enacting laws; and the en-
actment of laws requires bicameral consider-
ation and presentment to the President.
Any other method, however “convenient”
and “efficient”, is not consitutional.

As the Court stated in Chadha:

“The fact that a given law or procedure is
efficient, convenient, and useful in facilitat-
ing functions of government, standing
alone, will not save it if it is contrary to the
Constitution. Convenience and efficiency
are not the primary objectives—or the hall-
marks—of democratic government. ...”
(462 U.S. at 944).

It is no idle concept that only through the
power of the purse does Congress have any
effective control of the Executive—as has
been repeatedly demonstrated through our
history, recently in the Nixon impoundment
cases, and even more recently as Congress
has prohibited or demanded the expendi-
ture of authorized funds for various pur-
poses, This power of the purse was given to
Congress both so it could preserve its own
prerogatives and so it could limit the other-
wise potentially unlimited power of the
President. It is troubling that Congress
would so casually consider abdicating this
power, (CBO's role under the provision does
not alter the reality of this transfer of
power in any way. In fact, there is the same
constitutional defect in assigning lawmaking
functions to this legislative branch agency.)

In fact, The Constitution explicitly requires
that tax bills originate in the House, that body clos-
est to the people. “All Bills for raising Revenue
shall originate in the House of Representatives; but
the Senate may propose or concur with Amend-
ments as on other Bills."” Constitution of the
United States, Art. I, § 7, Clause 1.
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There are numerous policy reasons to
question the wisdom of granting so much
power to unelected officials at OMB and
CBO, who would have a great deal of discre-
tion in deciding whether the provisions of
Gramm-Rudman would become effective, an
event triggered by their joint budget esti-
mates, Additional power is given to the
President and OMB, an agency located
within the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, who would decide what is meant by a
“relatively controllable” or an “automatic
spending” increase, and thus, how programs
are to be cut. However, the most basic
reason to oppose the Gramm-Rudman pro-
vision in its current form is based solidly in
the Constitution and its basic premise of
separation of powers.

The Founders of this country intended
that the Congress exercise its lawmaking
authority to make spending and taxing deci-
sions. The Founders no doubt knew the dif-
ficulty and discomfort that these decisions
would produce. But these choices are among
the more basic to be made by any govern-
ment. It is for precisely this reason that
these decisions were placed squarely in the
Congress, which cannot constitutionally
refuse to make them, however politically ad-
vantageous or expedient it may be to do so.

The Founders of this country intended,
and required, that these decisions be made
through a politically accountable process—
through the enactment of a law under the
procedures required by the Constitution.

In 1975, the Supreme Court stated, in
Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 124:

“[Tlhe principle of separation of powers
was not simply an abstract generalization in
the minds of the framers: it was woven into
the document they drafted in Philadelphia
in the summer of 1787.”

Twenty-three years earlier, in 1952, the
Supreme Court emphasized the role of the
President as the executor of laws, not the
maker of laws:

“In the framework of our Constitution,
the President’s power to see that the laws
are faithfully executed refutes the idea that
he is to be a lawmaker. The Constitution
limits his functions in the lawmaking proc-
ess to the recommending of laws he thinks
wise and the vetoing of laws he thinks bad.
And the Constitution is neither silent nor
equivocal about who shall make laws which
the President is to execute. Youngsiown
Sheet and Tube v. Sawyer, 343 U.8. 579, 587-
89 (1952)

For many years prior to the Supreme
Court decision that the legislative veto pro-
cedure was unconstitutional, I had opposed
the procedure on the basis that it attempted
to short cut the constitutionally mandated
requirements for adoption or repeal of a
law. I have the same concerns about the
Gramm-Rudman approach, though these
concerns are greater because Gramm-
Rudman strikes at the core power of Con-
gress: the power of the purse.

I urge that we not hide behind this proce-
dural and constitutionally questionable pro-
posal.

Sincerely,
PETER W. RODINO, Jg.,
Chairman.
HARVARD UNIVERSITY Law ScHOOL,
Cambridge, MA, October 22, 1985.
Hon. MIKE SYNAR,
U.S. House of Representatives, House Ray-
burn Office Building, Washington, DC.

Dear CONGRESSMAN SYNAR: In accord with
our conversation of Friday, October 18, I
have examined the Gramm-Rudman deficit

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

reduction proposal (H.J. Res. 372) with an
eye to its constitutional validity, My conclu-
sion is that it has several serious infirmities
that merit the closest attention.

To begin with, by requiring the White
House to submit annual budgets that
comply with a predetermined deficit reduc-
tion schedule, the proposal quite directly
and obviously infringes the President's ex-
plicit constitutional power to draft and to
recommend legislation “as he shall judge
necessary and expedient.” U.S. Const. Art.
1I, Sec. 3.

While thus denying the presidency a
power specifically reserved to that office by
the Constitution, Gramm-Rudman simulta-
neously appears to grant the executive
branch a legislative power that is the prov-
ince of Congress alone, The proposal re-
quires the President to bring future federal
budgets into line with the deficit reduction
schedule by reducing or eliminating cost-of-
living-allowances and similar automatic
spending increases previously enacted in en-
titlement programs. The President must
“suspend” such “automatic increases” and
“sequester” certain appropriated funds; the
bottom line of Gramm-Rudman is to bestow
upon the executive the unilateral power to
“extinguish[]” forever whatever “legal
rights” any recipient had to the increased
payments.

Although the Supreme Court has long
held that an individual has no constitution-
al right to forestall legislative repeal of gov-
ernment benefits (see, e.g., Flemming v.
Nestor, 363 U.S. 603, 611 (1960)), these stat-
utory entitlements can be withdrawn only
by Congress. For, as the Reagan Adminis-
tration urged and the Burger Court held in
its 1883 legislative veto decision, acts that
have “the purpose and effect of altering the
legal rights . . . of persons . . . outside the
legislative branch" are inherently ‘legisla-
tive" in nature. INS v. Chadha, 462 U.S. 919,
952 (1983).

Those who drafted Gramm-Rudman are
fully aware of the extent to which the bill
transfers legislative power from Capitol Hill
to the Oval Office. In seeking to compen-
sate for this dubious delegation, the propos-
al’'s supporters have compounded its consti-
tutional infirmities. The resolution provides
that presidential fiscal policy is to fit within
a framework defined by the revenue projec-
tions, deficit calculations and economic fore-
casts jointly produced by the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office and the Di-
rector of the President’s own Office of Man-
agement and Budget. Thus a legislative offi-
cer—the Director of the CBO—plays an im-
portant part in making the unavoidably dis-
cretionary decisions that suspend operation
of the entire law during recessions, and that
trigger presidential action to slash entitle-
ments and impound funds so as to comply
with the deficit ceilings.

Giving such executive duties to a legisla-
tive officer is almost certainly unconstitu-
tional. The Supreme Court unanimously
ruled nearly a decade ago that, althoush
Congress may designate its own agents to
assist in the investigative tasks that support
the lawmaking function, no-one who exer-
cises power as an officer of the United
States may be appointed by the legislative
branch. Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976)
(per curiam). For the Court, the Constitu-
tion's Appointments Clause is no mere
matter of “etiquette or protocol,” but a vital
structural check upon the power of Con-
gress. Id. at 125.

Every lawmaker's oath to uphold the Con-
stitution imposes a duty to consider the con-
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stitutionality of Gramm-Rudman before
voting on it. See U.S. Const.,, Art. VI. But
taking this obligation seriously does not en-
title Congress to hide behind the hope that
the courts might either avoid the issue, or,
at the other extreme, might take upon
themselves the heat for restructuring Con-
gress's solution in a constitutional way.
Thus Congress cannot responsibly enact
Gramm-Rudman without expressly provid-
ing for an immediate judicial test of the
bill's validity, through a ecivil suit brought
by affected Members of Congress, and with-
out directing the courts to strike the meas-
ure down in its entirety—rather than at-
tempting to sever its void portions and save
or recast the rest—if the CBO provision, or
any other key part of the bill, is held in-
valid.
Yours truly,
LAURENCE H. TRIBE,
Tyler Professor of Constitutional Law.

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. Mr. Speaker, today
is All Saints Day. And on this special day,
we will take action on that sacred beast
call the Gramm-Rudman amendment.

We must remember that it is an “amend-
ment,” passed through the Senate without
any hearings. It is the height of irresponsi-
bility to consider such a drastic deficit re-
duction measure without the benefit of
hearings and without some indication of its
overall economic impact. I don't believe
there is any Member of Congress who can
even specify what percentage of the budget
will be subject to these cuts.

I continue to be concerned about the
human aspect of the reductions proposed
in Gramm-Rudman. The Democratic alter-
native attempts to achieve parity on spend-
ing cuts among all programs but takes into
consideration the special circumstances of
the less fortunate in our society. Gramm-
Rudman ignores those needs. At the same
time, the Democratic alternative is a flexi-
ble mechanism which allows for greater re-
ductions in the best of economic times and
adjusted deficit targets in the worst of
times.

The Democratic alternative initiates the
deficit reduction now—this fiscal year. It
does not postpone the process to see the
election day returns.

Deficit reduction is an issue of national
concern. That we all agree on. Members on
other side of the aisle have asked us to
show some political courage. Well, I ask
them to show some courage by making the
cuts now. Let us all demonstrate our col-
lective will by beginning the deficit reduc-
tion process this year—not a year from
now or 2 years from now when we “saints”
are all safely in our seats.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Con-
gress has always prided itself on approach-
ing every issue brought before it in a thor-
ough and comprehensive manner. Our
rules of debate assure us that the American
people’s interests receive full consideration.

Keeping this in mind, it is evident that
the Reagan administration would like to
push through the Gramm-Rudman deficit
reduction package without a thorough
debate in Congress. This is obvious when
one realizes that the bill was rammed
through the other body with little or no in-
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depth scrutiny. The President was given
sweeping powers to cut funding for social
programs without the advice and consent
of Congress. In effect, the executive branch
was given the power of the purse.

It has been left up to the House of Repre-
sentatives to look at what Gramm-Rudman
actually means. We have the duty to look
at each provision to see how the poor are
affected, how much of the pie Defense con-
tractors will get, and what kind of tax loop-
holes will be available to the rich. We have,
Mr. Speaker, a duty to tell the American
people how serious this bill really is.

I hope my colleagues will be courageous
enough to stand up to the administration,
and to seriously question Gramm-Rudman.
I would like to submit the following article
for inclusion in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

The article follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 13, 19851
SaAvE Us FROM THE SENATE'S STAMPEDE
(By Haynes Johnson)

One day, in the year before his death,
Hubert H. Humphrey escorted me into his
small, private Senate hideaway in the Cap-
itol, closed the door and began a tape-re-
corded conversation that lasted several
hours. The purpose was not social;, I was
gathering material for a book about the pol-
itics of Washington and the workings of
government during the Carter years, and
the former vice president was a prime
source of information.

He was, of course, a great student—and
practitioner—of government. When I asked
what had been the greatest change since he
came to the Congress, he instantly replied:

“Up until the time of Woodrow Wilson,
with the exception of Teddy Roosevelt, we
had congressional government. Congress
was the predominating influence. That
changed. The president became the pre-
dominating influence. Now Congress has as-
serted itself again. I can't overemphasize
the importance of this, Congress is no
longer afraid of the executive—particularly
when you look at things like the budget.
I've heard dozens of people up here say,
‘Well, I know that Carter's got that in his
budget, but what’s our budget say?’

“And I'll tell you something I hear people
say now that you never heard before: ‘I've
seen them come and go, and I'm still here.’
They're talking about presidents, you know.
I've run through seven of them myself.”

With that 1977 conversation in mind, I
keep wondering how Humphrey would have
reacted to the shameful political charade
played out last week in Washington, by the
very body of legislators that he so loved, the
Senate. No one can know for sure, but my
bet is he would have been saddened—and
outraged.

The overwhelming vote by the Senate to
require a balanced budget by 1991 is more
than abdication of responsibility and a sign
of political failure on its part. It is a blank
check for the president, signaling a dramat-
ic reversal in the shift of powers back to the
presidency from the Congress, a shift in the
opposite direction from that hailed by Hum-

hrey.
plt's also a riveting example of the fail-
ure—abject capitulation is a better term—of
the Democratic Party to offer a reasoned,
responsible political alternative to the
Reagan presidency and its tilted budget pri-
orities that to a large extent got us into the
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present deficit debacle. They allowed them-
selves to be stampeded, and they ran.

As Sen. Bill Bradley (D-NJ), one of the
most thoughtful of the Democrats, put it
last week in an article in The Washington
Post, “this legislation shows Congress at its
worst.” I believe Bradley's words, written on
the eve of the vote, will stand out admirably
after all the ducking and political posturing
of last week have been forgotten.

“Instead of once again grappling on a bi-
partisan basis with the tough decisions, par-
ticularly on taxes,” he said, “Congress ap-
pears poised in 8 moment of irrationality
and timidity to give Ronald Reagan the sole
power to reorder the priorities of the na-
tional government. It will be an action that
we will all live to regret.”

Behind this action lies a more significant
political development: the ratification, if
you will, of the Senate’'s willingness to place
its powers and authority in the hands of the
president because it lacks the will to act. By
this action, Reagan has won. Much of the
political history of relations between Con-
gress and president that people such as
Humphrey cited as important will have to
be rewritten. It's quite recent history, too.

During the Vietnam-Watergate years, con-
cern centered on the “imperial presidency”
and the growing accumulation of power in
the hands of the chief executive. Feears were
expressed that a supine, deferential Con-
gress was becoming a rubber stamp for the
White House. But those also were the years
in which Congress fought—and won—a
battle to regain its lost powers.

The fight took two forms. In both foreign
and domestic affairs Congress fought to
limit the power of the president to act with-
out its consent. In foreign affairs, congres-
sional enactment of a War Powers Resolu-
tion in 1973 directly checked the president’s
power to act alone in involving the United
States in armed conflicts. It was the result
of congressional determination to avoid fur-
ther Vietnams. In domestic affairs, the es-
tablishment in 1974 of Congress's own
budget office gave the legislators greater
power over the purse. Until then, Congress
had been a hostage of executive departmen-
tal proposals that shaped the federal
budget. Through its own budget office,
gathering its own information, Congress
sought and did regain much of its authority
over the dispensing of federal funds.

As House Speaker Thomas P. (Tip)
O'Neill (D-Mass.) expressed the importance
of that shift to me, during an interview sev-
eral years ago in which he passionately
pounded on his desk to make even stronger
his point:

The change in Congress had come, We
had recaptured our powers to the extent
that we were almost an equal voice. The
press didn't read it. Jimmy Carter didn't
read it. They didn't appreciate the power
and the strength of the Congress of the
United States. Jimmy Carter thought he
was going to be another president with the
powers of a Nixon or a Kennedy or a John-
son, and he didn’t have 'em when he arrived
here.”

It is now left to O'Neill and other mem-
bers of the House to save the Senate and
the country from the damage that threat-
ens to be done.

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, as chairman
of the House Select Committee on Aging, I
want to rise to express my strong support
for this measure to prevent any further dis-
investment of the Social Security Trust
Funds,
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Already, the Treasury Department has
made its first invasion into the trust funds
and broken the trust placed by 30 million
elderly. Now is the time to put a stop to
this invasion and to show America's elderly
that the Social Security Trust Fund is
sacred.

Further, this measure would give the
Senate sufficient opportunity to properly
consider the House’s more reasonable and
considered approach to balancing the Fed-
eral budget.

Mr. GROTBERG. Mr. Speaker, it's time
for this body to ask itself a very simple, but
critical question: Is it our intent to buckle
down and adopt a real plan to reduce the
Federal deficit, or are we going to continue
to play games, hold up mirrors, blow
smoke and then announce to the world that
lo and behold we have solved the most cru-
cial problem facing this country?

The latter, Mr. Speaker, could just as
easily be summed up in three words: The
Rostenkowski amendment.

Where I come from we put up buildings
with labor, steel and concrete. We don't
line up engineers and laborers only to have
them sit around waiting for building mate-
rials that never come.

The Rostenkowski amendment strips
away the basic building materials we need
to eliminate the Federal deficit. It exempts
another $93 billion in programs from the
sequestering process, requiring heavier cut-
backs in other programs such as Amtrak,
student loans, overseas private investment
corporation, Export-Import Bank, agricul-
ture credit insurance, rural electrification
administration loans, veteran loan guaran-
tees, Small Business Administration Pro-
grams, Synfuels, maritime subsidies, health
professions training, farm price supports
and soil conservation.

We can't from one side of our mouths
say we are making a meaningful attempt to
cut the deficit, and then out of the other
side say we are exempting more than 50
percent of the budget from the deficit-cut-
ting effort.

That's what the Rostenkowski amend-
ment does. It exempts itself right out of its
very purpose, reducing the Federal deficit.

Further, Mr. Speaker, it is by design set
up to fail by establishing a completely un-
realistic deficit goal of $161 billion in fiscal
1986, which does nothing more than set the
table for substantial tax increases, or, for
entirely abandoning the deficit cutting
process within the next year.

The kicker is that we all know this
amendment is going to be rejected by the
other Chamber and the White House, which
will leave us in a crisis situation requiring
an additional, temporary extension of the
debt ceiling or the disinvestment of Social
Security.

The Rostenkowski amendment is painted
on a backdrop of holding this country’s el-
derly population hostage and I for one am
not willing to sit back and have Social Se-
curity tampered with for the purpose of ad-
vancing a deficit-cutting proposal that on
its face is designed to fail.
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As | said, Mr. Speaker, the Rostenkowski
amendment is held up by smoke and mir-
rors. Maybe when the smoke clears the ma-
jority party can look into the mirror and
ask itself whether it wants to play politics
and raise taxes, or whether it wants to con-
struct a realistic program to finally reduce
the bloated Federal deficit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Duncan] has 4% minutes remaining
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
RosTENKOWSKI] has 2 minutes remain-
ing.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN].

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remaining time to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. LoTT].

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to remind my colleagues first of all
that Gramm-Rudman-Hollings-Mack
proposal is a bipartisan proposal that
passed the Senate by a vote of 75 to
24, and it included some votes for it
from HoLriNgs in the Democratic
Party to KENNEDY. We need to remem-
ber that.

When this whole matter started out
here in the House on October 11, our
distinguished minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MicHEL] did
not come down here and say “Take it
whole hog or else.” He said go to con-
ference and see if we can work togeth-
er on this thing and come back with a
package that answers some of our
questions, and, if we can’t do it in a bi-
partisan way here in the House.

So we went to the conference, and it
started off, I thought pretty well; in
my task force we were working in a bi-
partisan way; we were making some
progress. We worked with the gentle-
man from California [Mr. BEILENSON],
we worked with the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Frostl. In my task force, I
will guarantee you, we made a lot of
progress, and we were about 95 per-
cent together.

I think some of the other task forces
were making progress, but then some-
thing happened. The earth moved. Ev-
erything shifted, and it became evi-
dent we could not get a bipartisan
agreement. It collapsed.

I hesitate to call this the Rostenkow-
ski package; I know that he probably
is not even comfortable with it. I do
not know what to call it, but I know
this: Our effort to find a bipartisan
agreement fell apart over the last 2 to
3 days.

I think maybe that the first vote we
had today tells the truth of the whole
matter. Take a look at it: A majority
of the Democrats, 131 to 116, in voting
the way they did on the motion to
recede, said they were for no package.

The truth of the matter is the ma-
jority on this side really wants this
whole issue to just go away and “Let’s
forget about it. We don't want another
process that will try to make us live
within our means.” That is the truth
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of what is involved here, and there is
the vote.

Now this program does begin in
1986, to the tune of 171.9. All we are
saying is, let us live within our means
of what we have already agreed to do.
That is all we are asking. We are not
going to do that.

The experts on budget will tell you
we are going to be $20 or $30 billion
above that. That is part of the prob-
lem with this whole effort here today,
the package we are considering is a
package for no process. No process.

The mechanisms that are included
here are not intended to work. No. 1, it
is set up whereby we take out OMB,
realizing there will be a constitutional
challenge on just CBO being involved,
and if that is stricken out because of
the nonseverability clause, the whole
process goes down.

So the hope is, we will destroy the
whole process under this package be-
cause of the constitutional question. I
think a lot of people would have to
admit that. Also, it is front-end loaded.
The idea is, let us go so deep in this
first year that there is no chance of
doing it, and we will chunk this whole
thing within the next 6 or 7 months.

So it is set up not to work. We have
this list of exemptions, I guess. As far
as knowing what is in your package,
there is our package; where is yours? I
asked last night that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] let
us at least see it.

We have not seen it. Come on, now.
You were moving your package right
up until the last minute; here is your
little list of exemptions.

Let me give just a few examples of
what programs are not in the exemp-
tions: Head Start. Now, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Rancer] would
want Head Start to be exempted, I
think. What about cancer research?
we do not exempt cancer research.
Housing? Agriculture, defense, educa-
tion, trade adjustment assistance—I
mean, where does it stop?

Yes, I have my programs I would
like to have exempted. You have your
programs. We could get together and
we would exempt defense, we would
exempt agriculture, we would exempt
veterans, we would exempt every
thing—we are right back in the same
dang pot we have been ir. We cannot
exempt anything.

That is the high moral ground. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. LeaTH] is
right; we should not exempt anything,
but remember this: We are not voting
to cut one program, we are not voting
here to cut one single program. We are
just voting to set up a process, to try
to make us move toward a deficit re-
duction plan. That is all we are asking.

If we have the courage to cast the
tough vote, if we will agree on our pri-
orities, if we will do the job, the trig-
ger will never kick in; and in the other
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package here, the trigger, it is falla-
cious; it would never be pulled.

We have got to have a trigger, and it
has got to be so bad that we will do
our job rather than have our head
blown off by this trigger.

0O 1350

That is exactly what we are trying to
do. I am serious. I know a lot of others
on both sides of the aisle are serious. I
believe we will come up with some-
thing eventually. But just think about
where we are right now. If we pass
this package, what is going to happen?
It is going to go over to the Senate,
and, by a bipartisan vote, they are
going to say, “No, thanks.” They are
going to put our package, which they
can accept, on it and send it back, and
then we will have nothing, and Social
Security will be disinvested, and our
package is the same as yours on Social
Security.

Let us vote against this package, and
vote for the one that will get the job
done.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LUNDINE].

Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Rostenkowski alterna-
tive.

I strongly believe in fiscal responsibility
and discipline. In fact, during the Carter
years, I voted against more than half of the
budget resolutions because they did not go
far enough to reduce the deficit—deficits as
low as $29 billion. Five years later, we have
more than doubled the size of the national
debt, adding $211.9 billion in fiscal year
1985 alone.

These megadeficits are totally irresponsi-
ble and unsustainable. The budget deficit is
driving up the value of the dollar as we
borrow more and more foreign capital to
finance our debt. We are losing jobs and
mortgaging the future of our children so
that we may enjoy tax cuts and a booming
consumer economy today.

Normally, I vote for debt ceiling legisla-
tion as a matter of course, treating it as a
housekeeping measure. It has always
seemed clear to me that it is irresponsible
not to vote to pay for debt resulting from
decisions and commitments already made.
Nevertheless, given the fiscal catastrophe
facing us, the idea of linking a plan to
bring the budget into balance to debt ceil-
ing legislation has some validity and I am
prepared to support this concept.

I think we can bring the budget into bal-
ance in 5 years. Having definite goals for
accomplishing this is necessary and I sup-
port the enactment of an automatic me-
chansim which will cut spending if the
Congress and the President remain stale-
mated and are unable to agree under the
regular budget process.

However, on the points of difference be-
tween the House and Senate on the provi-
sions of this mechanism, it strikes me that
the other body is being stubborn and un-




November 1, 1985

compromising. They have refused to take
separate votes on issues that divide us in
order to protect their members from ac-
countability. The have failed to yield on at
least five points of extreme importance.

First, the other body’'s provisions shield
their members from making any of the
tough choices until after the 1986 election.
Surely, if continuing megadeficits are an
urgent priority, one for which we risk clos-
ing down the Federal Government, then it
is equally urgent that the process begin
now—not after the 1986 election. I believe
we should at least set a target equal to that
agreed to in the fiscal year 1986 budget res-
olution and I am prepared to go $10 billion
below that level beginning this year.

Second, the question of what program
should be exempt from automatic spending
cuts remains unresolved. One might ques-
tion why any program why any program
should be exempt. However, if they are, it
is clear to me that those expenditures for
programs that go to help the very poorest
people—about 5 percent of the budget—
must be on this exempt list in addition to
Social Security.

Third, the other body is arguing that
larger portions of the defense budget be
shielded from automatic spending cuts,
while a larger portion of the Medicare Pro-
gram be put on the table. This arguments
reflects an indefensible set of priorities in
my view.

Fourth, the current provisions jeopardize
our ability to flight a recession. Enacting a
mechanism which would require deficit tar-
gets and automatic spending cuts in time of
recession is irresponsible economic policy.
Tying the hand of Government during a re-
cession would not only prolong the eco-
nomic misery, but would put the very possi-
bility of recovery in question. The mecha-
nism we adopt must permit flexibility to
allow greater cuts in times when the econo-
my is healthy and less drastic austerity
when it is not.

Finally, the question of who makes the
determination of whether we are meeting
the goals—the Congressional Budget Office
[CBO] or the Office of Management and
Budget [OMB]—must be resolved. While
this is not a matter of great importance to
me, it does seem to me that over the years
CBO has acted on a nonpartisan basis and
has proven quite accurate in their projec-
tions. On the other hand, OMB, during
both the Carter and Reagan administra-
tions, has been blatantly political. In my
view, the trigger should be set objectively
not by an agency serving one of the parties
in the dispute. For these reasons, I support
the House positions on these questions.

We are in a time of real emergency in
our fiscal affairs. During such times, it is
generally necessary to put aside partisan
interests. However, I am tired of hearing
Congress being blamed time and time
again. President Reagan has failed to pro-
vide the strong Jleadership necessary to
steer a responsible fiscal course. Instead,
the passage of his sweeping tax cuts and
unprecedented increases in spending for
the military have brought us to this point.
The President has yet to submit a balanced
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budget for our consideration. At the same
time, 32 out of 35 appropriations bills
passed by Congress have come in under his
recommended spending level.

I am not suggesting that Congress is
blameless. It is time for all parties to stop
the stubborn insistence on their own prior-
ities. In this regard, I have been willing in
the past to show where cuts can be made in
programs like rural housing that are of
great importance to me and to my district.
Every part of the budget must be secruti-
nized if we are to reach the goal of a bal-
anced budget.

My greatest fear is that in the polariza-
tion of interests between the advocates of
defense and the defenders of the poor, pro-
grams that assure a better future for our
Nation and a rising standard of living for
our children will be sacrificed. Our support
for education, for science and technology,
and for economic development must be
continued. Support for these programs is
an investment in our future and the future
of our children.

We must not underestimate the challenge
before us. Reducing the deficit will require
difficult and painful choices. However, fail-
ure to make the decisions today, will un-
dermine the Nation’s health and wellbeing
for years to come. We must not delay
action on the deficit any longer.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. pE 1A Garzal, the chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of this amendment.

Mr. Speaker, for all my colleagues to
have an opportunity to study for any fur-
ther action on this legislation as it relates
to agriculture. I submit the following as a
possible revision of the portion of H.J. Res.
372 (section 3(q) relating to the Commodity
Credit Corporation:

In summary, the proposed revision of
subsection (q) will—

(1) incorporate the three provisions of the
Senate amendment that—

(a) make all Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion (CCC) contracts that apply to a par-
ticular crop of a commodity subject to the
same terms and conditions;

(b) clarify that noncontract support pro-
sr?jms of the CCC are subject to reductions;
an

(c) ensure that reductions among CCC

programs use an equal percentage rate of
reduction.
(The proposed revision does not include the
clause in the Senate amendment providing
that each CCC contract to which subsection
(q) applies must explicitly provide for a re-
duction for the entire contractual perlod.
This clause appears to be surplus language,
and, if included, could have a perhaps unin-
tended adverse effect on multiyear CCC
contracts, such as those involved in mul-
tiyvear set-asides and multiyear milk diver-
sion agreements,);

(2) add a new provision that incorporates
the Boren legislative history, to permit re-
ductions in outlays under CCC programs to

be achieved in the fiscal year following a
fiscal year to which a sequestration order

applies;
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(3) in connection with the new provision
described in item (2) above, provide no other
account or program will have to bear an in-
creased reduction for the fiscal year to
which an order applies as a result of the op-
eration of a delay in achieving outlay reduc-
tions in a particular CCC program;

(4) add new provisions that provide guide-
lines for the implementation of reductions
in CCC price support and income protection
progams, designed to ensure that such re-
ductions are made in a way so as to mini-
mize any distortions in agricultural produc-
tion and marketing practices;

(5) add a new provision that clarifies that
agricultural commodity programs that are
subject to a reduction under a sequestration
order for a fiscal year as a “‘controllable ex-
penditure”, will not be subject, as well, to
modification or suspension under such order
as an “automatic spending increase”; and

(6) add new provisions to protect the
powers and authority of the CCC from un-
intended restrictions under a sequestration
order, including clarification that any se-
questration order would not affect CCC's
borrowing power nor limit or reduce any
supplemental appropriation that provides
the CCC with budget authority to cover net
realized losses.

The wording of the revision would read
as follows:

(q) CommoDITY CREDIT CORPORATION,—

(1) REDUCTION IN PAYMENTS MADE UNDER
CONTRACTS.—

(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), after an
order is issued under section 252 for a fiscal
year, any payments made by the Commodi-
ty Credit Corporation—

(i) under the terms of any contract en-
tered into in such fiscal year and after the
issuance of the order; and

(ii) out of an entitlement account, to any
person (including any producer, lender or
guarantee entity) shall be deemed to be a
controllable expenditure and shall be sub-
ject to reduction under the order.

(B) Each contract of the type described in
subparagraph (A) entered into with produc-
ers or producer cooperatives with respect to
a particular crop of a commodity shall be
subject to the same terms and conditions. If
some, but not all, contracts applicable to a
crop of a commodity have been entered into
prior to the issuance of an order, the order
shall provide that the necessary reduction
in payments under contracts applicable to
the commodity be uniformly applied to all
contracts for the next succeeding crop of
the commodity, under the authority provid-
ed in paragraph (2).

(2) DELAYED REDUCTION IN OUTLAYS PERMIS-
siBLE.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, if a sequestration order is issued
with respect to a fiscal year, any reduction
under the order applicable to contracts de-
scribed in paragraph (1) may provide for re-
ductions in outlays for the account involved
to occur in the fiscal year following the
fiscal year to which the order applies. How-
ever, no other account, nor other program,
project, or activity, shall bear an increased
reduction for the fiscal year to which the
order applies as a result of the operation of
the preceding sentence.

(3) REDUCTION IN NONCONTRACTUAL PRICE
SUPPORT PROGRAMS.—Price support provided
for an agricultural commodity through the
Commodity Credit Corporation by a method
other than a payment of the type described
in paragraph (1) shall be deemed to be a
controllable expenditure, and with respect
to a fiscal year for which an order is issued
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under section 252, such price support shall
be subject to reduction under the order.

(4) UNIFORM PERCENTAGE RATE OF REDUC-
TION AND OTHER LIMITATIONS.—All reductions
described in paragraphs (1) and (3) required
to be made in connection with an order
issued under section 252 with respect to a
fiscal year—

(A) shall be made so as to ensure that out-
lays for each account, or program, project,
or activity, involved are reduced by a per-
centage rate that is uniform for all such ac-
counts, programs, projects, and activities,
and may not be made so as to achieve a per-
centage rate of reduction in any such item
ex(éeedins the rate specified in the order;
an

(B) with respect to commodity price sup-
port and income protection programs, shall
be made in a manner and under such proce-
dures that ensure that—

(i) uncertainty as to the scope of benefits
under any such program is minimized;

(ii) any instability in market prices for ag-
ricultural commodities resulting from the
reduction is minimized; and

(iii) normal production and marketing rel-

tionships among agricultural commodities
are not distorted.
In meeting the criterion set out in clause
(iii) of subparagraph (B) of the preceding
sentence, the President shall take into con-
sideration that reductions under an order
may apply to programs for two or more agri-
cultural commodities that use the same type
of production or marketing resources or
that are alternative commodities among
which a producer could choose in making
annual production decisions.

(5) No poUBLE REDUCTION.—No agricultural
price support or income protection program
that is subject to reduction under a seques-
ter order for a fiscal year as a controllable
expenditure under this subsection may be
subject, as well, to modification or suspen-
sion under such order as an automatic
spending increase.

(6) POWERS AND AUTHORITIES OF THE COM-
MODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.—Nothing in
this Act shall restrict the use by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation of its authori-
ties, and the discharge by the Corporation
of its responsibilities, in achieving the pur-
poses for which the Corporation was cre-
ated, including—

(A) its authority and responsibility to buy
and sell commodities in world trade;

(B) its borrowing authority;

(C) its authority and responsibility to use
the proceeds of transactions as a revolving
fund to meet its obligations; or

(D) its authorities and responsibilities oth-

erwise to operate as a corporation.
Further, nothing in this Act shall limit or
reduce, in any way, any appropriation Act
that provides the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration with budget authority to cover the
Corporation’s net realized losses.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BoLaND].

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Rostenkowski amend-
ment.

I believe that the vote we will soon take
on the Gramm-Rudman proposal will be a
watershed event in the history of this insti-
tution and Nation.

We are about to fundamentally alter the
way in which spending decisions are made
in the Federal Government, and in so doing
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we embark on a cruise into uncharted and
dangerous waters. Gramm-Rudman, in
some form, is coming, and the relationship
between the executive and legislative
branches will never be the same.

I served on the conference committee on
Gramm-Rudman. I wish every Member of
this House could have had that experience,
I think that is the only way to begin to un-
derstand the radical departure we are being
asked to make. In the roughly 2% weeks
the conference lasted, we subjected
Gramm-Rudman to its first hearings—a re-
versal of the normal legislative process that
tells you a lot about the form in which this
proposal was received. Those sessions
clearly demonstrated that precise drafting
was not the hallmark of Gramm-Rudman.
Quite simply, no one knew how it was sup-
posed to work. The hours that House con-
ferees subsequently spent in task forces
trying to make sense out of Gramm-
Rudman revealed that the questions raised
by a close examination of this proposal
were of mind-numbing complexity. These
questions, some constitutional, some proce-
dural, and some mechanical, are not mat-
ters to be resolved in 3 weeks. But that was
our mandate, because of the absolute ne-
cessity that the debt ceiling be raised, and
the unwillingness of Gramm-Rudman’s pro-
ponents to consider doing it in any other
way.

Your conferees were instructed by this
body to bring back to the House a system
by which deficits would be reduced auto-
matically. Many of us have serious reserva-
tions about the wisdom of substituting an
automatic pilot for independent judgment
on spending priorities and decisions, and
yet that substitution is the foundation of
Gramm-Rudman. The Democratic proposal
we offer today takes the automatic pilot
feature of Gramm-Rudman and modifies it
to do four things:

First, take effect this year, so that the
American people can judge for themselves
whether program decimination is the only
way they want the deficit to be reduced;

Second, insure that the constitutional
issues raised by Gramm-Rudman’s seques-
tration system can receive expeditious judi-
cial consideration with the knowledge that
if an element of it were found unconstitu-
tional, the whole process would be invali-
dated;

Third, guarantee that the Congressional
Budget Office would be responsible for the
reparation of the economic estimates and
reports used to measure our compliance
with the deficit targets, thereby retaining
some meaningful role for Congress in the
sequestration triggering process; and

Fourth, exempt some programs which
serve exclusively low-income people from
sequestration. The simple fact is, that those
programs have borne the brunt of the defi-
cit reduction efforts of the last 4 years.
They will undoubtedly bear the brunt of
similar congressionally-initiated budget
control efforts in the future. To hold them
open to sequestration on top of that, ig-
nores the fact that these programs provide
basic services to people who have no alter-
natives. I make no apologies about wanting
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to exempt food stamps and AFDC, SSI,
Child Nutrition and similar programs from
sequestration. I thought they comprised the
safety net our president used to so warmly
embrace, and so movingly promise to main-
tain. We can not preserve all of the safety
net today. But let it be clearly understood
that whatever is preserved is the result of
the actions of Democrats, and not the advo-
cates of Gramm-Rudman.

Those four elements, it seems to me are
the minimum necessary to inject some
degree of rationality into the Gramm-
Rudman process.

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion the adoption
of the Gramm-Rudman concept will be an
action this Congress will come to deeply
regret. I know we are going to get Gramm-
Rudman in some form. Under those cir-
cumstances, I am going to vote for the Ros-
tenkowski alternative. Of the two, it better
protects the interests of this institution and
the interests of the majority of those we
represent. I only hope that the advent of
the Gramm-Rudman automatic pilot
system for making spending decisions will
hasten the day when all of us; Congress,
the President, and the American people,
will take a more honest view of the causes
of our deficit problems, and what needs to
be done to solve them.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DingeLL], chairman of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of the Rostenkowski proposal
and in opposition to the Gramm-Rudman
proposal, whether it is the version as
passed by the other body or that version re-
fined by the White House and our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle.

Whatever the form, Gramm-Rudman is
the most extensive giveaway of congres-
sional authority in American history. We,
as Members of Congress, should remember
that if we are to retain the power to legis-
late we cannot allow this power to be dilut-
ed. James Madison, in Federalist 58, stated
that the power of the purse represents “the
most complete and effectual weapon with
which any Constitution can arm the imme-
diate representatives of the people.” Make
no mistake about it, Gramm-Rudman
would dilute the Congress’' power over the
purse.

Not only is Gramm-Rudman flawed con-
stitutionally, the basic premise is irrational
in other ways. Gramm-Rudman ignores
20th century economic reality. We have
spent the past 50 years in this country
trying to build mechanisms into our Gov-
ernment that will stabilize the economy in
times of crises. Our people have endured
painful experience in order for our Govern-
ment to learn the difficult lessons of eco-
nomic  stabilizations. = Gramm-Rudman
throws all of this out of the window.

Gramm-Rudman has no realistic provi-
sion to deal with recessions, regardless of
the fact that they may or may not have
been predicted. Gramm-Rudman could ac-
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tually trigger a recession or push a mild re-
cession into a deeper recession.

Gramm-Rudman also promotes Govern-
ment inefficiency. Because of its mechanis-
tic approach, it is difficult to achieve sav-
ings without irrational results. Gramm-
Rudman requires across-the-board reduc-
tions which means that the more one cuts,
the more expensive Government becomes
on a per unit procurement basis. Because
no one program can be totally eliminated,
reduced resources must be stretched to
cover all existing programs, ensuring that
no service is performed at a very satisfac-
tory level. In addition, some programs will
be cut to the point that they no longer per-
form the function for which they were de-
signed. But thesc programs will continue to
siphon off much needed funding from pro-
grams that could remain viable.

The list of winners under Gramm-
Rudman is very short. The list of losers is
very long. That list of losers includes prac-
tically every segment of American society.
It means that kids who need immuniza-
tions will not get them. It means that poor
women who need prenatal care will not get
it. It means that the farm crisis will only
get worse. It means, in short, that Govern-
ment no longer really protects those who
are unable to protect themselves. It also
means we are going to have less money to
inspect nuclear powerplants, to provide air
traffic controller services, to provide test-
ing by the Food and Drug Administration,
to maintain highway safety, to operate the
Coast Guard and for a multitude of other
services to which most of us in this country
have become accustomed.

Gramm-Rudman could result in arbitrary
and destructive cuts in vital defense pro-
grams. While the purchase of many large
weapon systems may be protected by mul-
tivear contracts, funding for operations
and maintenance could be severely impact-
ed. This could result in lessened battle
readiness for our troops.

Gramm-Rudman also means arbitrary
and destructive cuts in programs for the
aged, for the young, for the sick, and for
those less fortunate in our society. The
Democratic alternative would protect food
stamps, supplemental security income
[S81], aid to families with dependent chil-
dren [AFDC], child nutrition programs, the
Women, Infants, and Children [WIC] Pro-
gram, and the Commodity Supplemental
Food Program.

Gramm-Rudman would make arbitrary
and destructive cuts in programs that
ensure the health of all our citizens. The
Democratic alternative would protect Na-
tional Institutes of Health funded research
into cancer, aids, heart disease, strokes and
other great killers, and community health
centers, as well as health programs for mi-
grant workers.

Gramm-Rudman would cut COLA's for
veterans. The Democratic alternative would
protect veterans’ pensions.

Gramm-Rudman would destroy the legis-
lative process as we have known it for the
past 40 years. It adds a fourth layer to an
already crowded budget cycle. Not only
would the legislative committees authorize,
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the Appropriations Committees appropri-
ate, and the Budget Committees prepare
budget resolutions during the first 9
months of the year, but the Congress would
be required to redo the whole thing in an
omnibus reconciliation bill at the end of
the year.

Congress, of course, could allow a Presi-
dential sequestration order to stand rather
than try to challenge it, as it is unlikely
that a measure varying greatly from the
Presidential order will be signed. A Presi-
dential veto then becomes even more pow-
erful because any President supported by
one-third plus one Member of either body
could control the budget. Gramm-Rudman
could not be repealed even though a major-
ity of both Houses thought it was disas-
trous, unless the President agreed or both
Houses could get two-thirds to override his
veto.

Gramm-Rudman is a disaster for the leg-
islative process. It severely distorts the
check and balance system in our Constitu-
tion. It would make Government less effi-
cient and it could lead to a recession.

The Democratic alternative, perhaps, is
not a perfect vehicle, but it would protect
many of those in our country who are not
able to protect themselves. It attempts to
deal with the complexities of our economy.
It reserves to Congress better control over
the legislative process. It would allow an
expedited review of all the constitutional
issues. And, while not perfect, this Demo-
cratic alternative deserves our support and
I would urge you to vote for it.

Gramm-Rudman is not the answer to the
deficit problem we face in America today.
It is a political gimmick. It should be de-
feated.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ANDREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in favor of the Rostenkowski amend-
ment.

Today we face a difficult but necessary
decision on the future of our country. We
must decide how we will cut the :rippling
Federal budget deficits that threaten the
future security of our Nation. Beyond the
rhetoric, beyond all personal interests,
beyond the recriminations and fingerpoint-
ing, we need to resolve this crisis. In 4
years, the annual deficit has grown from
$59 billion to $220 billion and we are faced
with a national debt of over $2 trillion.
This is a debt that has doubled in only four
short years.

These deficits present us with many prob-
lems, the worst being their invisibility. You
cannot point to a deficit; you can, however,
show how it hurts all Americans. These
deficits raise interest rates, making it hard
for our economy to grow and for our
people to export the products of their
labor. That translates into Americans out
of work and families short of the necessi-
ties of life. A young family cannot afford to
buy a home, a blue collar worker loses his
job and a senior citizen sees his savings
erode. These deficits raise our national
debt which morigages the future of our
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children and grandchildren. These symp-
toms of the Federal deficit are cruel and
insidious. But we cannot attack the symp-
toms; we must cure the disease. We must
balance the Federal budget and bring these
deficits down.

This budget crisis has been my number
one priority since my election, as it has
been for other members of Congress who
know the deficit’s effects on jobs, trade, in-
terest rates and the economy as a whole.
Last fall, I cosponsored a balanced budget
plan that would have required the Presi-
dent and the Congress to submit a balanced
budget before the start of the next fiscal
year. That plan did not pass, as we all
know. Now we must decide again. We have
before us two tools to cut the budget. Let
us choose wisely.

Last week I voted to send House confer-
ees to the House-Senate conference to work
out a bipartisan balanced budget plan we
can all support. I strongly support the con-
cept of a strictly timed, strietly enforceable
mandatory program of deficit reduction
which holds Congress to deficit targets
every year until the budget is balanced. We
have gone too long talking about deficit re-
duction without acting. Only bipartisan
action, only tough, hard decisions about
specific cuts in specific programs are going
to get us to a balanced budget. The Gramm-
Rudman approach promises to make the
tough decisions easier and thus deficit re-
duction more likely.

The Rostenkowski alternative to the
Gramm-Rudman plan before us today is
not perfect. There can be no perfect, or
comfortable, way to do what we are trying
to here today. But the Rostenkowski alter-
native considerably improves Gramm-
Rudman, addressing some important short-
comings that have come to light over the
past several weeks. If the other body rejects
this alternative, let us hope it will act in a
bipartisan way to contribute to a sound, re-
sponsible resolution of this debate.

No. 1: The Rostenkowski alternative
would begin the process of deficit reduction
now instead of next year by requiring Con-
gress to cut the deficit to $161 billion in
fiscal year 1986. Gramm-Rudman sets a
target of $180 billion for this fiscal year a
figure which requires no more cuts than
Congress has already made this year. There
is absolutely no reason to wait, especially
now at a time when our economy can
absorb these levels of cuts. Further, if our
economic projections for fiscal year 1987
turn out to be too optimistic, we will be
faced with very severe cuts next year that
will be very painful.

No. 2: The Rostenkowski alternative pro-
vides flexibility in the deficit reduction tar-
gets in the event of an economic downturn.
Our objective here is to preserve the long-
term economic health of our Nation. To
ignore the devastating effects of deep
budgei cuts during recessionary periods
would be to ignore the objective of our
budget-cutting efforts.

No. 3: The Rostenkowski alternative pro-
vides specified and detailed guidelines to
the President in his administration of
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spending cuts in the event of a sequestra-
tion order. Gramm-Rudman allows the
President an unprecedented amount of lati-
tude to pick and choose the cuts he wants
to make.

No. 4: The Rostenkowski alternative
would ensure that the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office is the institution,
not the executive branch’s Office of Man-
agement and Budget, which issues the criti-
cal report projecting economic growth for
the coming fiscal year, projected levels of
spending, revenues and deficits as a result
of congressional action.

No. 5: The Rostenkowski alternative pro-
vides for expedited judicial review of con-
stitutional questions regarding the auto-
matic deficit reduction process. I believe
that review is absolutely ecritical. We
cannot, even in the name of deficit reduc-
tion, run roughshod over the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I am gratified to see the
House voting on this piece of legislation
today. I urge my colleagues to support the
Rostenkowski alternative to Gramm-
Rudman.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I reluctantly
rise to vote in favor of the Rostenkowski
plan, the Democratic alternative to the
Gramm-Rudman Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act amendment
to House Joint Resolution 372, the debt
limit increase. Although I am not pleased
with either the Democratic alternative or
the Gramm-Rudman legislation, I support
the Democratic measure as the lesser of
two evils. The Democratic alternative modi-
fies, refines and substantially improves
upon the serious weaknesses of the
Gramm-Rudman proposal.

The Gramm-Rudman amendment was
adopted in haste and reckless abandon, and
passed the Senate without the benefit of
any hearings or oversight. Only after the
House subjected this bill to serious scrutiny
and oversight hearings, did it become obvi-
ous that the Gramm-Rudman legislation is
flawed from a technical constitutional, and
economic standpoint. Worst of all, it is
unfair and unbalanced.

The implications of Gramm-Rudman, in
altering the constitutional balance of
power between the executive branch and
Congress, are far reaching. In my opinion,
Gramm-Rudman would grant to Ronald
Reagan supreme powers to reorganize to-
tally the priorities of our Government and
abrogate to the executive branch decisions
that should rightfully be made by Congress.

The Democratic alternative returns these
basic decisions to the purvue of Congress.
The Democratic plan also provides for an
expedited review of all constitutional issues
and an expedited judicial review of Presi-
dential compliance with the implementa-
tion of automatic spending reduction provi-
sions.

The mandated and rigid deficit cutting
formula under Gramm-Rudman, reducing
the deficit in equal $36 billion increments
through 1991, could wreak havoc on our
national economy, creating an economic
mess.

In contrast, the Democratic alternative
balances the budget by 1990, a year earlier
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than Gramm-Rudman, by starting deficit
reduction this year while the economy is
still growing, rather than postponing reduc-
tions to later years when the state of the
economy will be more uncertain. Moreover,
the Democratic alternative ties the size of
the deficit to prevailing economic condi-
tions, thereby minimizing the risks of re-
cession.

The Gramm-Rudman proposal simply
does not represent a fair and balanced ap-
proach to reducing the deficit. Under
Gramm-Rudman, no one can tell us exactly
what portion of the defense budget would
be included in the base for automatic
spending reductions and, conceivably, large
portions of the defense budget could go un-
touched. That leaves, primarily the nonde-
fense domestic programs which have al-
ready borne deep budget reductions. Over
the past 4 years, most of all, the low-
income Americans and the disadvantaged
have suffered the brunt of these budget
cuts. They should not be made to suffer
again the pain of deficit reduction.

Neither Gramm-Rudman, nor the Demo-
cratic alternative, make mention of reduc-
ing tax expenditures which have contribut-
ed significantly to our current deficit trou-
bles. Both proposals focus only on reducing
expenditures.

Nevertheless, the Democratic alternative
attempts to ensure that the pain of balanc-
ing the budget is spread more evenly
among defense and nondefense programs,
and makes special recognition of human
aspects of budget reduction. The democrat-
ic alternative takes a humane approach by
exempting certain critical programs that,
together, comprise a minimal safety net for
those less fortunate in our society. In addi-
tion to Social Security, these essential
safety net programs include community
health centers, food stamps, supplemental
security income, child nutrition, veterans
pensions, aid to families with dependent
children and the women, infants and chil-
dren feeding program.

Even with these exceptions, however, I
remain concerned about chapter 1 grants,
Head Start, Job Corps, Medicaid, and other
education, employment and health pro-
grams that will not be spared from the
budget axe. These programs are also essen-
tial to our Nation's safety net, and in my
opinion, should be spared from budget defi-
cit reduction efforts.

The choices before us, however, are few.
No one argues the fact that our Nation
faces a critical economic problem in the
huge deficits confronting our Nation. These
deficits threaten to rob younger and future
generations of Americans of the high qual-
ity of life that we now enjoy. While the
Democratic alternative is not without prob-
lems, it is by far superior to the Gramm-
Rudman approach not only as a more fair
deficit reduction plan, but also as a more
rational and effective one.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, it was inevitable that we would
come to this point. Whether it be titled
Gramm-Rudman or some other measure,
the House and the Senate and the Presi-
dent were destined to be forced by the will
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of the American people to sober up on
fiscal policy.

Careening from 1 year to the next with
$200 billion a year deficits and a $2 trillion
debt is something the American people will
not and should not accept.

The Senate offered their approach called
Gramm-Rudman. That proposal conven-
iently would have allowed for an increase
in spending this fiscal year and then post-
poned the tough budget choices that have
to be made until after the next election.

Some of us in the House of Representa-
tives offered some amendments to Gramm-
Rudman that we think improved it. We
said, let’s cut the budget deficit by nearly
$19 billion this year alone. In other words,
let’s roll up our sleeves and start now. Why
wait until after the next election? We also
said that when we're making these cuts, we
shouldn’t do so with a blindfold on.

Those programs that affect the poorest of
the poor in America should not be cut in
the same magnitude as some of the gold-
plated spending programs that are occur-
ring over at the Pentagon. In other words,
we did carve out a few special areas such
as veterans who have served this country
and are expecting disability checks; poor
people who cannot get medical treatment
except for the presence of Medicaid; the
WIC program—a nutrition program for
low-income infants and pregnant mothers.
These are some of the areas that we said
any country with any sense of compassion
must provide for with adequate resources.

But beyond that, we're going to make
real budget cuts. And we're going to make
them now. This country can’t wait; it’s tired
of empty promises. The President said
some years ago with respect to budget defi-
cits. “If not us, who? If not now, when?”
Well, it’s us, and it's now. Some may not
like that, and it's certainly not comfortable.
But this is the way it has to be if we're
going to avoid fiscal disaster in this coun-
try’s future,

One further inescapable fact about these
budget deficits is that the Federal Govern-
ment will not solve the problem solely by
reductions in expenditures. Spending cuts
are an important part of the solution, but
they must be accompanied by some addi-
tional revenue. We can raise more revenue
by eliminatiing tax loopholes. The time is
long past when we should accept the big-
gest corporations making the biggest
money and paying no taxes or large fami-
lies enlarging their riches without the re-
sponsibility of paying income taxes. It is
not unusual to see the maid pay a higher
percentage of income tax than the rich
family for whom she works. It's also not
unusual for the clerk-typist in a major cor-
poration to pay more in income tax than
the corporation for which he or she works.
That’s wrong and it’s time to change it.

The point is, we must close these tax
loopholes, and we must get additional reve-
nue from those who are not now paying in
order to help us move toward a balanced
budget. The President is right when he says
we need spending restraint, but he's wrong
when he says that we don’t need additional




November 1, 1985

revenue, The President and his friends who
are in his same tax bracket have been
treated too generously by the 1981 tax cuts.
Working families are still paying a tax bill
that’s too heavy while the rich are feeding
at the trough of America's newest growth
industry—the tax shelter industry. With or
without the President’s support we've got
to change all of that.

We are no longer in the position of de-
bating whether we will be addressing this
deficit problem. The now question is how.
And the fact that we've reached that level
in the debate is heartening to those of us
who believe that these deficits proposed by
Ronald Reagan and timidly accepted by the
U.S. Congress will no longer be accepted by
the American people. A combination of
spending cuts and new revenue from clos-
ing tax loopholes can move us toward a
balanced budget, and I welcome it.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKIL Mr. Speaker, 1
yield the remaining 2 minutes to the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT].

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House, this may be
the most important vote you will cast
in this Congress or perhaps in any
Congress in which you will serve.

Let us understand why we are here
today talking about this kind of a
mechanism. We are here today be-
cause we have a President who will not
lead to get rid of deficits and because
we have Members in the other body
who do not want to vote for a $2 tril-
lion debt ceiling without a figleaf to
hide what they are doing.

And the worst part is that the other
side is saying, “Let’s not do it now. It
is a good idea; we need it, but let’s not
do it now.”

The President said, “If not us, who?
If not now, when?” Does that not
apply to what we are doing today? Our
alternative does it now.

Two other quick points. No. 1, what
are your values? That is what is at
stake here today. Who do you want to
protect? We are talking about 50-per-
cent defense, 50-percent nondefense.
The question is, who do you exempt?
Members of the other side came down
here and, in 1-minute speeches yester-
day, said, “We are going to protect the
elderly.” Yet, in the proposal they
made yesterday, they put Medicare in
category No. 2 so that it gets cut
beyond the COLA.

Shame on you for making the
speeches and then making that pro-
posal.

Second, it has to do with powers. If
you vote for their alternative rather
than ours, what it says is you do not
care what powers you give to the
President. He has all the power. You
have rearranged the Constitution. You
have said he can do anything he
wants, and there is no way to go to
court to stop him.

When Ben Franklin was leaving the
hall after writing the Constitution, a
group wanted to know if we were going
to have a republic or whether we were

going to have a monarchy. He was
happy to say we had decided to have a
republic.

Then he walked on, and he turned
back, and he said, “My {riends, we
have a republic if we can keep it.”

The vote today on this alternative is
whether or not you want to keep it.

The SPEAKER. All time has ex-
pired.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I move the previous question on
the motion.

The previous question was ordered.

Mr. SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House concur in Senate amend-
ment No. 2 with an amendment?

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 249, nays
180, not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 386]

YEAS—249
Dorgan (ND) Jones (TN)
Eaptur
Kastenmeijer
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolter
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lantos
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lipinski
Lloyd

Ackerman
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Berman
Bevill
Biaggi
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonlor (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Bruce

Long
Lowry (WA)
Luken
Lundine
MacKay
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
M

McHugh
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mitchell

Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Guarini Moakley
Hall (OH) Mollohan
Hall, Ralph Montgomery
Hamilton Moody
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Olin
Ortiz
Owens
Panetla
Pease
Penny

Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
Carper
Carr
Chapman
Chappell
Clay
Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conyers
Cooper
Coyne
Daniel
Darden
Daschle

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly

Hammerschmidt
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Hertel
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Hickaby
Hughes
Hutto
Jacobs
Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
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Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Price
Rahall
Rangel
Ray

Reid
Richardson
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Roemer
Rose
Rostenkowski
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Scheuer
Schroeder
Sechumer
Seiberling
Sharp

Archer
Armey
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boulter
Broomfield

ble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Conte
Coughlin
Courter
Cralg

Crane
Crockett
Dannemeyer
Daub

Davis

DeLay
DeWine
Dickinson
DioGuardi
Dornan (CA)
Dreler
Duncan
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Evans (IA)
Fawell
Fiedler
Plelds

Fish
Franklin
Frenzel
Gallo

Gekas
Gilman
Gingrich

Goodling
Gradison
Green
Gregg

Addabbo
Badham

Shelby
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Solarz
Spratt

St Germain

Tallon
Tauzin
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns

NAYS—180

Grotberg
Gunderson
Hartnett
Hendon
Henry
Hiler
Hillis
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Hunter
Hyde
Ireland
Jeffords
Johnson
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kemp

Martin (NY)
McCain
McCandless
McCollum
McDade
McEwen
McGrath
McKernan
McKinney
McMillan
Meyers
Michel
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Monson
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
Myers
Nielson
O'Brien
Oxley
Packard
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Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
Whitley
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wirth
Wize
Wolpe
Wright
Wyden
Yates
Yatron
Young (MO)

Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
(NH)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Strang
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Vander Jagt
Vucanovich
Waealker
Weber
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Woll
Wortley
Wylie
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zschau

NOT VOTING—5

Hansen
Marlenee

Neal
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So the House concurred in Senate
Amendment No. 2 with an amend-
ment.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will
report the third amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 3: Page 1,
after line 7, insert:

SEC. 4. ACHILLE LAURO HIJACKING.

(a) the Senate finds that—

(1) the four men identified as the hijack-
ers of the Achille Lauro were responsible for
brutally murdering an innocent American
citizen, Leon Klinghoffer, and for terroriz-
ing hundreds of innocent crew members and
passengers for two days;

(2) the United States urges all countries to
aid in the swift apprehension, prosecution,
and punishment of the terrorists; and

(3) the United States should not tolerate
any country providing safe harbor or safe
passage to the terrorists.

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that—

(1) the United States demands that no
country provide safe harbor or safe passage
to these terrorists;

(2) the United States expects full coopera-
tion of all countries in the apprehension,
prosecution, and punishment of these ter-
rorists;

(3) the United States cannot condone the
release of terrorists or the making of con-
cessions to terrorists; and

(4) the United States identify those indi-
viduals responsible for the seizure of the
Achille Lauro and the cold-blooded murder
of Leon Klinghoffer, as well as those coun-
tries and groups that aid and abet such ter-
rorist activities, and take the strongest
measures to ensure that those responsible
for this brutal act against an American citi-
zen are brought to justice.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate amend-
ment be considered as read and print-
ed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROSTENKOWSKI

Mr. ROSTENEOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI moves that the House
recede from disagreement and concur in the
Senate amendment No. 3.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. ROSTENKEOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
. er, the motion simply recedes to the
Senate amendment concerning the
Achille Lauro hijacking incident. That
is all the amendment does.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3669, PREVENTING THE
DISINVESTMENT OF SOCIAL
SECURITY TRUST FUNDS AND
OTHER TRUST FUNDS

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Ways and Means be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the bill (H.R. 3669) to prevent the dis-
investment of the Social Security trust
funds and other trust funds, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, 1
object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

EXPLANATION OF REQUEST TO
CONSIDER H.R. 3669

(Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I would just like to inform the
House that what the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WaALKER] has just
objected to results in the continued
disinvestment of Social Security trust
funds.

I thought that this exercise was
mainly so that we would not reach
into those trust funds and harm what
we consider a sacred trust.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me, since he re-
ferred to me?

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I would hope that on unani-
mous consent this could be reconsid-
ered and that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania would reconsider.

We have a situation that this week-
end the Secretary of the Treasury has
indicated that he will invade the
Social Security reserve to the tune of
$15 billion.

Now, that will leave $8 billion in the
reserve funds to pay beneficiaries of
the Social Security trust fund.

There is a court case pending before
the U.S. District Court. The plaintiffs
are the AARP, the Save our Security.
There are several plaintiffs, such as
former Secretary of HEW, Arthur
Fleming, and others who are recipi-
ents. The attorney is Elliot Richard-
son. They are arguing that the De-
partment of the Treasury has no legal
authority to invade the Social Security
trust fund to pay anything other than
the beneficiaries of Social Security.

I am part of that suit, and I think
they are right.

If the court should rule tonight—
and they kept the case pending from
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last night, depending on what Con-
gress does on the debt limit—in favor
of the plaintiffs, then you send this
Government into a very difficult situa-
tion that could cause default. I would
hope that the gentleman would recon-
sider to prevent a default and to pre-
vent the Social Security trust fund
from being invaded for purposes other
than paying benefits to the benefici-
aries of Social Security.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield, since he referred to
me?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I will yield
to the gentleman in 1 minute.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-

man.
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I would just like to say that unless
the Congress acts today to provide the
additional $17 billion of public debt
authority, the Treasury Department
will be forced to continue to disinvest
the surpluses of the Social Security
and other trust funds.

I would feel very poorly about going
home this weekend and allowing that
to happen.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-
tleman that it is my understanding,
under the statement that he has just
made, that we have over 9 hours
before the action is taken. It is now
my understanding, I have just been in-
formed, that the other body is pre-
pared to take up the action this House
has just taken and send the issue back
to us.

It seems to me reasonable that if in
fact you are confident that the propos-
al you have just passed in the House is
a meritorious proposal, you ought to
give the Senate a chance to look at it
and act on it before we take this
action.

It also seems to me that if the
Senate rejects it, it might be possible
for this House to take a vote on the
Gramm-Rudman proposal that we
have been denied a vote on thus far,
before we take this action.

So it seems to me that sometime
before midnight this particular action
might be entirely appropriate, but at
the present time what we are attempt-
ing to do is to leave town without re-
solving the major issue of our time,
and that is whether or not we are
going to do anything about eliminat-
ing deficits in this country. I think
that is wrong.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr.
SPEAKER, I hope the gentleman is
more confident in the 9 hours than I
am. I am not satisfied that we have 9
hours before desinvestment occurs.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
The SPEAEKER. The Chair will
make the following statement:
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The Chair thought there was an
agreement between the parties. Appar-
ently there was not an agreement be-
tween the parties.

The only alternative that the Chair
sees at this particular time, in view of
the fact that there is an objection, is
that the chairman of the Committee
on Rules call forthwith a meeting of
the Committee on Rules and see if a
rule can be reported to provide for the
consideration of this bill.

The Chair had anticipated that
there had been an agreement and by
virtue of that fact the Chair thought
that there would be an adjournment
for the day and that the House would
be back here on Monday.

There is no way, from the informa-
tion that the Chair has received—and
he has only talked, with his own
party—that this is going to be cleared
by this evening. There are many of
the 27 who feel strongly, with some of
the improvements that have been
made in this bill. In view of the fact
that there is an objection, the Chair
would ask chairman of the Committee
on Rules to forthwith notify the Com-
mittee on Rules and, while there is no
business, the Chair would hope that
we would go along with special orders
and that if we must come back to-
night, he would hope we would be able
to recess the House.
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LET US NOT INVADE THE SANC-
TITY OF THE SOCIAL SECURI-
TY TRUST FUND

(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I am
party with Mr. JoNes of Oklahoma in
an attempt to go to court and try and
prevent this disinvestment procedure.

There are shock waves going out
across the Nation now that we have or
we are invading the trust fund. There
is no need for us to try to delay 3
hours, 4 hours, 9 hours; we know we
must put a stop to that because we are
eroding the confidence of the Ameri-
can people and the sanctity of the
Social Security Trust Fund.

I do not see anything to be gained by
trying to delay and roll over for a few
hours. I would hope that the gentle-
man could still reconsider so that we
can relieve the fears of the American
people that their trust fund will be
gone.

PERMISSION FOR SPEAKER TO
DECLARE RECESSES ON THIS
LEGISLATIVE DAY SUBJECT TO
THE CALL OF THE CHAIR

The SPEAKER. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Texas rise?

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, in view
of the situation that has occurred and
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the objection expressed by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER],
I ask unanimous consent that it may
be in order for the Speaker to declare
recesses at any time on this legislative
day, subject to the call of the Chair.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair would
hope that the chairman of the Rules
Committee would forthwith call a
meeting of his committee, the Com-
mittee on Rules, and that the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee would appear before it.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 6, WATER RESOURCES
CONSERVATION, DEVELOP-
MENT, AND INFRASTRUCTURE
IMPROVEMENT AND REHABILI-

TATION ACT OF 1985

Mr. FROST, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 99-352) on the resolution
(H. Res. 305) providing for the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 6) to provide
for the conservation and development
of water and related resources and the
improvement and rehabilitation of the
Nation’s water resources infrastruc-
ture, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I would in-
quire if the Chair will recognize this
gentleman for the requests for special
orders and the extension of remarks.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has al-
ready informed the House that we un-
derstand that the Rules Committee is
on its way, and that the House will
take up special orders and then the
Rules Committee will report at a later
time, unless there is a change in the
heart and tenure of one of the Mem-
bers of the House. The House will go
with special orders and then come
back.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Chair

DEFICITS AT THE MOST
EXORBITANT LEVELS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Weiss] is
recognized for 5§ minutes.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to place into some context the
events of the day. As every Member of
this body knows, over the course of
the 5 years that the current adminis-
tration has been in office, our national
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debt has risen from slightly under $1
trillion to almost $2 trillion.

Those increases occurred because
the President, for 5 successive years
has submitted to us budgets which
have been in deficit at the most exor-
bitant levels in our history.
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The deficits over the course of the
term of the Reagan administration
have each year been more exorbitant
than any deficits ever in the history of
this Republic. Indeed the fiscal year
that was just concluded on September
30 ended with a deficit, of $212 billion
dollars.

The President has submitted budg-
ets annually which have been out of
balance in those proportions. Indeed
the Congress has for every single one
of the years that the administration
has been in office adopted budgets
below those which the President has
submitted.

The reason for the deficits has been
the President’s tax program which he
pushed through this Congress in 1981
and which created a reduction in reve-
nues in this House of some $750 bil-
lion, and at the same time and over
the same period the President has
enormously increased the defense por-
tion of the budget. So even though do-
mestic spending has gone down drasti-
cally the deficit has increased astro-
nomically, because revenues have been
cut back and because the defense
budget has gone through the roof.
Eventually, of course there comes a
time to pay the bills. But when not
enough taxes come in, the only other
way to pay those bills is to borrow.
However, the law prohibits the Treas-
ury from borrowing money to meet
those deficits unless Congress author-
izes the raising of the debt ceiling.

Every year, therefore, as the debt in-
creases Congress has to raise the debt
ceilings, Right now we have to raise
the debt ceiling to the $2 trillion level
so that the Government can continue
to function.

The Reagan administration and es-
pecially our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, both in the House
and especially in the Senate, do not
want the American people to know
that in fact they and their President
and their administration have been re-
sponsible for those fantastic increases
in the national debt. And so, having
created the budget deficit, they now
want to cover up that fact that these
deficits have increased so tremendous-
ly, and they have come up with the
Gramm-Rudman proposal to try to
pretend to the American people that
there will be some mechanism that
will take care of the deficits in the
future.

It is the same kind of magic that
Gramm-Latta was supposed to achieve
5 years ago when we were told by the
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President not to worry about cutting
those taxes on corporations and on the
very wealthy in this country because
we would grow our way out of the defi-
cit. It has not happened. There are no
magic bullets. Mirages are not reality.

And so what they have come up with
is this plan which is clearly unconsti-
tutional. It will not only reverse the
constitutional checks and balances be-
tween the executive and legislative
branches but will also in the event of
an economic recession probably,
through the fiscal straitjacket it man-
dates, force us into a depression.

Those of us on the Democratic side
who voted for the Rostenkowski
amendment did so not because we
think in the abstract it was a marvel-
ous way to govern. The choice was of
our constituencies figuratively—in
many instances, literally—being killed
or being severely wounded. We took
the chance that if they were severely
wounded, we would have the chance in
the future to help them recover. That
is what the debate is all about.

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WEISS. I am delighted to yield
to my colleague, the gentleman from
Oregon.

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the gentleman's yielding, and I
would have to make the observation
that there was a pernicious tactic in-
volved on the Republican side of the
aisle as well. They tried, as Members
who have watched the 1-minute
speeches each morning know very
well, and as Americans who have
watched those same speeches also
know, to use the threat of disinvest-
ment of the Social Security Trust
Fund, the fear of that, to drive this
House into accepting their method of
balancing the budget within 5 years, a
method that many Democrats felt was
grossly unfair. And I find it strange
now, now that the House has voted for
an alternative, that it was a Republi-
can who objected to a motion that
would prevent any disinvestment in
Social Security over the next several
days. I find that very, very unusual
given the Republicans’ stated opposi-
tion to that tactic.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from
Oregon for his important contribu-
tion.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RES-
TORATION PANEL AMEND-
MENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McCuUR-
py] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Speaker, in the
near future, the House will consider a
bill to reauthorize the Superfund. The
rapid and effective cleanup of our haz-
ardous waste sites around the country
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is one of the most important public
health issues before the Congress
today.

Several committees of the House
have, or will shortly, report legislation
to provide for the Superfund reau-
thorization.

The bill reported by the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, H.R. 2817,
contains a section that, for the first
time in Superfund history, specifically
deals with Federal facilities.

As the Members know, the Commit-
tee on Armed Services has oversight
responsibility for all Department of
Defense installations, and would nor-
mally ask for referral on the Super-
fund legislation. In this instance, the
committee decided not to request re-
ferral but instead created a special
panel to review the Defense Depart-
ment’'s efforts in this area.

The bipartisan environmental resto-
ration panel, which I chair, has just
completed several months of careful
review and hard work. We have pre-
pared some sensible and needed legis-
lation dealing with the cleanup of Fed-
eral hazardous waste sites.

The panel recently approved a series
of amendments, which I propose to
offer, which will greatly strengthen
our cleanup efforts at military instal-
lations, and also would make DOD,
the Environmental Protection Agency,
and the States more effective partners
in this vital national priority.

Mr. Speaker, I have reserved time in
today’'s special orders and I intend to
submit the amendments to be printed
in the REcorp so that the full extent
of its contents may be reviewed by the
Members.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to
commend each of the members of the
Armed Forces Panel on Environmental
Restoration, which spent a number of
hours working, hearing witnesses, and
preparing the amendments that we
will soon offer. Specifically, I would
like to commend the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HERTEL], the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Ray], the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. HopPkinsl,
and the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. KrameEr]. I would also like to
commend the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Fazio] for his diligent efforts
in pursuit of this issue and the very
valuable assistance that he provided to
the panel by introducing legislation
that would also cover Federal facili-
ties. Again I want to commend him for
his cooperation because I think we
have completely come to an agreement
on these amendments and will offer
them en bloc.

Mr. Speaker, I submit a report and
the amendments to which I referred
for printing in the REcorp, as follows:
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REPORT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION
PANEL TO THE HOUSE ARMED SERVICES CoM-
MITTEE REGARDING ITS RECOMMENDATIONS
CONCERNING H.R. 1940 AND AMENDMENTS
T0 H.R. 2817, THE SUPERFUND AUTHORIZA-
TION BILL REPORTED BY THE House ComM-
MITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, as the
members will recall, the Environmental Res-
toration Panel was established on July 29 to
study the Department of Defense (DoD)
Environmental Restoration Program and
make recommendations to the committee to
streamline the program and insure its com-
pliance with the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980 (CERCLA)—more commonly
referred to as the “Superfund Act”. The im-
mediate task confronting the panel was to
review pending legislation introduced by
Mr. Fazio, HR. 1940. The intent of H.R.
1940 was to clarify DoD responsibilities of
the Department of Defense under CERCLA
and raised issues involving funding and
policy matters ranging across the jurisdic-
tion of at least four subcommittees.

Just two days after the creation of the
panel there was a major development that
altered its focus and approach. Specifically,
the House Committee on Energy and Com-
merce reported out H.R. 2817, Superfund
Amendments of 1985. In addition to author-
izing additional funding for Superfund
cleanups of toxic waste sites, HR. 2817, for
the first time, specifically addressed clean-
ups at federal facilities, This affected the
panel in two important ways. First, H.R.
2817 would provide a convenient and appro-
priate legislative vehicle for the provisions
contained in H.R. 1940. Second, the nature
and impact of the federal facilities provi-
sions contained in H.R. 2817 raised a host of
new policy issues to be addressed by the
panel in a very short period of time,

Consequently, on September 18th, the
panel agreed to explore the feasibility of
recommending to this committee amend-
ments to H.R. 2817 that would incorporate
its recommendations on the provisions con-
tained in H.R. 1940 along with recommend-
ed changes to the federal facilities provi-
sions. On September 26th, the panel re-
ceived testimony from DoD, and Environ-
mental Protection Agency witnesses along
with interested members of Congress re-
garding toxic waste cleanups and federal fa-
cilities. Finally, on October 10th, the panel
unanimously approved recommending to
the committee the amendments that are
before you this morning.

I want to emphasize at the outset that in
presenting these amendments, the panel
has two primary objectives in mind. One, to
provide clear policy and program guidance
to DoD in meeting its environmental resto-
ration responsibilities under CERCLA. And
two, to establish a process that will stream-
line program implementation while allowing
meaningful state and local participation in
the development and execution of cleanup
efforts at federal facilities.

In accordance with these dual objectives,
the amendments can be broken down into
two categories, The first 14 pages contain
amendments reflecting the panel’s recom-
mendations regarding the DoD specific pro-
visions contained in H.R. 1940. The remain-
ing 12 pages contain amendments reflecting
the panel's recommendations regarding the
federal facilities provisions of H.R. 2817.

Although the specific provisions are ex-
plained in the accompanying section-by-sec-
tion analysis, I would like to briefly mention
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a few salient features of the first part of the
amendments.

First of all, Sec. 151 requires that the Sec-
retary of Defense carry out a program of en-
vironmental restoration and to identify a
specific office within OSD having responsi-
bility for program execution. This section
also establishes specific program goals that
are consistent with CERCLA and overall
federal environmental restoration guide-
lines. To insure that the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has input into the
development of procedures and program im-
plementation, the Secretary is required to
consult with the Administrator of EPA.

Second, Sec. 152 establishes a research,
development, and demonstration program
to aggressively pursue new technologies for
the treatment, disposal and management of
hazardous substances used by DoD. Proper-
ly supported and managed this program
offers the greatest potential return on in-
restment for environmental restoration dol-
ars.

Third, Sec. 153 establishes an Environ-
mental Restoration Transfer Account that
will allow the Secretary of Defense to apply
available funding in the most timely and ef-
fective fashion while giving Congress maxi-
mum oversight over budget development
and execution.

Finally, Sec. 155 requires DoD to insure
that EPA, state and local authorities are
kept fully informed about environmental
restoration efforts and have adequate op-
portunity to review and comment on all
phases of DoD toxic waste cleanups.

Taken together, these provisions provide
the basis for a responsible, flexible and ef-
fective DoD program to carry out environ-
mental restoration.

The second category of amendments deals
with the issue of state participation in toxic
waste cleanups at all federal facilities not
just DoD. The issue of state participation in
federal facility cleanups has generated a
great deal of debate and frustration in
recent years. And, frankly, federal agen-
cies—including DoD and the Department of
Energy—have not been without fault in
their dealing with state and local authori-
ties. In fact, much of the preliminary work
done by DoD has suffered due to the failure
to work more closely with state and local en-
vironmental representatives. In addition,
the failure by federal agencies to provide
full and timely information to affected com-
munities had fuelled controversy and cre-
ated a reservoir of suspicion and ill-will that
will take years to dissipate.

On the other hand, it is clear that DoD
and the Services have made a great deal of
progress to remedy these short-comings. In
late 1983, DoD signed a memorandum of
agreement with EPA that has established a
good working relationship between the two
agenices in addressing environmental resto-
ration problems within the context of exist-
ing federal policy and standards. In addi-
tion, new DoD guidance provides for state
and local participation in ongoing cleanup
efforts and encourages the adoption of pro-
mulgated state standards and siting require-
ments. Basically, DoD has come to recognize
that if it wants to be a good neighbor and
enjoy the continued support of the commu-
nities surrounding its installations, it has to
become a full partner in efforts to clean up
the environment.

Unfortunately, the pendulum is swinging
to the other extreme with a vengeance. As
reported by the House Energy and Com-
merce Committee, HR. 2817 provides that
all cleanups at federal facilities be subject
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to all federal and state permit requirements.
In effect, the states will have an absolute
veto power over the performance of any
future federal cleanup. While this approach
effectively addresses the problem of past
federal noncooperation, it creates a number
of serious new problems.

In the first place, the use of permits for
toxic waste cleanups is largely inappropri-
ate. In testimony before the panel, the DoD
witness, Mr. Carl J. Schafer, Jr., Director
rorn Environmental Policy, summed it up
well:

“Permits are basically a device in which to
set a timetable for the installation of tech-
nology that has been identified as capable
of meeting certain performance standards,
and to enforce those standards. It is the
lack of those scientific and technological de-
terminations that bring me to the conclu-
sion that permit procedures are inappropri-
ate to the hazardous waste cleanup pro-
gram.”

The fact of the matter is that toxic waste
cleanup efforts more closely represent a re-
search and development program with
many uncertainties and technical problems.
We know too little about many hazardous
substances to develop uniform standards to
tell us “How clean is clean?” Under the cir-
cumstances, the best answers to many of
the cleanup problems will come through a
process of consultation and negotiation. The
imposition of state permit requirements
amounts to a single party veto that under-
cuts meaningful negotiation. I fear that the
result will be a dictated solution that may
not be environmentally sound or fiscally re-
sponsible.

Another problem with state permits is
that they represent an uncontrolled vari-
able that is likely to impose significant addi-
tional requirements for federal cleanup ef-
forts without being subject to any kind of
federal review. If DoD wants to carry out its
environmental program, it will have no
option but to pay the additional cost to
meet applicable state permit requirements.
Those requirements may be inconsistent
with federal guidelines, be technically infea-
sible, and could end up delaying response
action.

The requirement of state permits may
also complicate efforts to secure congres-
sional authorization and appropriation of
funds for cleanup efforts. It will be very dif-
ficult to recommend the authorization and
appropriation of funding for a DoD cleanup
absent a state permit. And in this instance,
an impasse over state permitting require-
ments will translate into a one year slip in
the initiation of remedial action.

In sum, state permits are inconsistent
with the technical uncertainty surrounding
hazardous waste cleanup efforts, with the
necessity for good faith negotiations, and
with efficient and effective management
and oversight. I can see no way that the im-
position of state permits will not result in
delaying federal cleanup programs; increas-
ing costs, and promoting suboptimal re-
sponse strategies.

Nevertheless, the panel recognizes that
any solution to the problems created by the
imposition of state permit requirements
must provide for full and meaningful state
participation in the development and imple-
mentation of federal cleanups. That is the
basis for the compromise amendment which
I will briefly outline:

In return for the elimination of the re-
quirement for state permits, there will be a
presumption in favor of promulgated state
standards and siting requirements. Thus, in
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the vast majority of cases where state stand-
ards and siting requirements are reasonable
and consistently applied, they will be inco-
porated into response action selected by the
Administrator of EPA (at sites on the Na-
tional Priority List (NPL)) or agency heads
(at non-NPL sites). If state standards and
siting requirements are incorporated into
the response action, the state can go to fed-
eral court to enforce that action. In sum,
the panel compromise procedure provides
the substance of state permits—state stand-
ards and siting requirements and enforce-
ability—without subjecting the remedial
action to one party veto.

If the Administrator or agency head re-
jects state standards and siting require-
ments, he must find that his alternative re-
medial action provides “substantially equiv-
alent” protection of public health and the
environment and that the state standard
was inconsistent with the National Contin-
gency Plan (NCP), or is not being consist-
ently applied in other remedial actions in
the state. Clearly, rejections will be few and
far between to meet this tough criteria. The
important thing, however, is that this proce-
dure does afford some protection against
unreasonable state standards and siting re-
quirements and encourages a negotiated set-
tlement of these differences.

Even if its standards and siting require-
ments have been rejected, the state can still
insist on its remedial action if it is willing to
pay the difference. Subsequently, it can
seek to recover all or part of this funding in
federal court if it believes that the Adminis-
trator or agency head acted wrongly.

Although this process falls short of the
level of state control afforded by the imposi-
tion of permit requirements, it does largely
address state concerns. The panel believes
this compromise does provide meaningful
participation by EPA and the states in ac-
complishing the expeditious cleanup of DoD
and DoE toxic waste sites. The panel strong-
ly believes that this goal should be para-
mount and seeks to avoid any “show stop-
pers” that will impede the timely initiation
and completion of remedial actions. We be-
lieve it is time to get on with the job and
this process does that.

One final issue is the question of a nation-
al security exemption that will allow the
President to issue such orders as necessary
to protect national security and waive the
provisions of this act. In addition, to avoid
the release of restricted data or national se-
curity information, all statutory or execu-
tive order requirements will apply to Citizen
right-to-know provisions of H.R. 2817.

‘While the panel recognizes the need to
avoid the use of CERCLA provisions to
interfere with or jeopardize legitimate na-
tional security requirements and strategic
program, it is equally sensitive to the possi-
bility that such an exemption could be used
to cloak DoD cleanup activities and prevent
citizen access to information to which they
are legitimately entitled. Consequently, the
amendment requires that the waiver au-
thority be site specific, that Armed Services
and Appropriations Committees be notified
within 30-days regarding the reason for this
action, and that the remedial action be re-
sumed as quickly as practicable. The panel
recommends such waiver authority in the
belief that it represents a prudent hedge
against uncertainty and expects that it will
be rarely exercised.

On the basis of the panel's review of H.R.
1940, and the fact that it has not been acted
upon by the Energy and Commerce and
Public Works and Transportation Commit-
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tees, we recommend that no further action
be taken on that bill. Rather, the panel rec-
ommends, as an alternative, that the com-
mittee support an amendment to H.R. 2817
to be offered by the panel chairman in his
name when that legislation is considered by
the House of Representatives. The panel
also requests that the committee endorse
the panel chairman's personal appearance
before the Rules Committee when it consid-
ers a rule on H.R. 1827, Finally, unless there
is some objection we will make any neces-
sary technical and conforming corrections
to the amendments as presented today prior
to offering them on the floor.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2817 (SUPERFUND
AMENDMENTS OF 1985) APPROVED BY THE
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PANEL OF
THE HOUSE ARMED SERVICE COMMITTEE
(Page and line numbers refer to the bill as

reported by the Committee on Energy and

Commerce.)

Page 86, line 23, insert "(a) IN GENERAL.—"
before ““Title I",

Page 95, after line 23, insert the following
new subsection:

(b) SPecIAL PROVISIONS FOR DEPARTMENT
or Derense.—Title I of CERCLA is amend-
ed—

(1) by inserting before section 101 the fol-
lowing: *“Subtitle A—Response, Liability,
and Compensation”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subtitle:

“Subtitle B—Department of Defense
Environmental Restoration Program

“SEC. 151,

DOD ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION
PROGRAM.

“(a) ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PRroO-
GRAM.—

“(1) In GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
carry out a program of environmental resto-
ration at facilities under the jurisdiction of

the Secretary. The program shall be known
as the ‘Defense Environmental Restoration
Program’,

“(2) APPLICATION OF SECTION 120.—The
program shall be carried out subject to sec-
tion 120 (relating to Federal facilities).

“(3) CONSULTATION WITH EPA.—The pro-
gram shall be carried out in consultation
with the Administrator.

“(4) DESIGNATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE
OFFICE WITHIN o0sD.—The Secretary shall
identify an office within the Office of the
Secretary which shall have the responsibil-
ity for carrying out the program.

“(b) ProGRAM GoALsS.—Goals of the pro-
gram shall include the following:

“(1) The identification, investigation, and
cleanup of contamination from hazardous
substances and wastes.

“(2) Correction of other environmental
damage, such as detection and disposal of
unexploded ordnance, which creates an im-
minent and substantial endangerment to
the public health, welfare, or environment.

“(3) Demolition and removal of unsafe
buildings and structures, including buildings
and structures of the Department at sites
formerly used by or under the jurisdiction
of the Secretary.

“(c) RESPONSIBILITY FOR RESPONSE Ac-
TIONS.—

(1) BasIc RESPONSIBILITY.—The Secretary
shall carry out (in accordance with the pro-
visions of this title) all response actions
with respect to releases of hazardous sub-
stances from each of the following:

“(A) Each facility or site owned by, leased
to, or otherwise possessed by the United
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States and under the administrative juris-
diction of the Secretary.

"“(B) Each facility or site which was under
the administrative jurisdiction of the Secre-
tary and owned by, leased to, or otherwise
possessed by the United States at the time
of action leading to contamination by haz-
ardous substances.

“(C) Each vessel of the Department of De-
fense, including vessels owned or bareboat
chartered and operated.

“(2) OTHER RESPONSIBLE PARTIES.—Para-
graph (1) shall not apply to a removal or re-
medial action if the Administrator has pro-
vided for response action by a potentially
responsible person in accordance with sec-
tion 122,

“(3) STATE FEES AND CHARGES.—The Secre-
tary shall pay all fees and charges imposed
by State authorities for permit services for
the disposal of hazardous substances on
lands which are under the administrative
jurisdiction of the Secretary to the same
extent that nongovernmental entities are
subject to fees and charges imposed by
State authorities for permit services. This
requirement shall not apply where such
payment is the responsibility of a lessee,
contractor, or other private person.

“(d) SeErvices oF OTHER AGENCIES.—The
Secretary may enter into agreements on a
reimbursable basis with any other Federal
agency, and on a reimbursable or other
basis with any State or local government
agency, to obtain the services of that agency
to assist the Secretary in carrying out any
of the Secretary’'s responsibilities under this
section. Services which may be obtained
under this subsection include the identifica-
tion, investigation, and cleanup of any off-
site contamination possibly resulting from
the release of a hazardous substance or
waste at a facility under the Secretary’s ad-
ministrative jurisdiction.

“(e) The provisions of section 119 apply to
contractors for response actions under this
section.

“(f) Funcrions AT SiTes ForMerLY Usep
BY DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.—The Secretary,
as part of the Defense Environmental Res-
toration Program, may provide for the re-
moval of unsafe buildings or debris of the
Department of Defense at sites formerly
used by the Department.

“SEC. 152, RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND DEMON-
STRATION PROGRAM.

“(a) PROGRAM.—AS part of the Defense En-
vironmental Restoration Program, the Sec-
retary shall carry out a program of re-
search, development, and demonstration
with respect to hazardous wastes. The pro-
gram shall be carried out in consulation and
cooperation with the Administrator. The
program shall include research, develop-
ment, and demonstration with respect to
each of the following:

“(1) Means of reducing the quantities of

hazardous waste generated by activities and
facilities under the jurisdiction of the Secre-
tary.
“(2) Methods of treatment, disposal, and
management (including recycling and de-
toxifying) of hazardous waste of the types
and quantities generated by current and
former activities of the Secretary and facili-
ties currently and formerly under the juris-
diction of the Secretary.

“(3) Identifying more cost-effective tech-
nologies for cleanup of hazardous sub-
stances.

“(4) Toxicological data collection and
methodology on risk of exposure to hazard-
ous waste generated by the Department of
Defense,
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“(5) The testing, evaluation, and field
demonstration of any innovative technolo-
gy, processes, equipment, or related training
devices which may contribute to establish-
ment of new methods to control, contain,
and treat hazardous substances.

“(b) SpeciaL PermMiT UNDER SECTION
3005(g) oF RCRA.—The administrator may
use the authorities of section 3005(g) of the
Solid Waste Disposal Act to issue a permit
for testing and evaluation which receives
support under this section.

“(¢) CoNTRACTS AND GRANTS.—The Secre-
tary may enter into contracts and coopera-
tive agreements with, and make grants to,
universities, public and private profit and
nonprofit entities, and other persons to
carry out the research, development, and
demonstration authorized under this sec-
tion. Such contracts may be entered into
only to the extent that appropriated funds
are available for that purpose.

“(d) INFORMATION COLLECTION AND Dis-
SEMINATION,—

“(1) IN cENERAL.—The Secretary shall de-
velop, collect, evaluate, and disseminate in-
formation related to the use (or potential
use) of the treatment, dispesal, and manage-
ment technologies that are researched, de-
veloped, and demonstrated under this sec-
tion.

“(2) Rore oF EPA.—The functions of the
Secretary under paragraph (1) shall be car-
ried out in cooperation and consultation
with the Administrator.

“SEC. 153. ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION TRANS-
FER ACCOUNT.

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF
COUNT,—

“(1) EstaBLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished in the Department of Defense an
account to be known as the ‘Defense Envi-
ronmental Restoration Account’ (herein-
after in this section referred to as the
‘transfer account'). All sums appropriated to
carry out the functions of the Secretary re-
lating to environmental restoration under
this or any other Act shall be appropriated
to the transfer account.

“(2) REQUIREMENT OF AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS.—Effective beginning with
fiscal year 1987, no funds may be appropri-
ated to the transfer account unless such
sums have been specifically authorized by
law.

“(3) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS IN TRANSFER
ACCOUNT.—Amounts appropriated to the
transfer account shall remain available until
transferred under subsection (b).

“(b) AuTHORITY TO TRANSFER To OTHER
DOD Accounts.—Amounts in the transfer
account shall be available to be transferred
by the Secretary to any other appropriation
account or fund of the Department for obli-
gation from that account or fund. Punds so
transferred shall be merged and available
for the same purposes and for the same
period as the account or fund to which
transferred.

“{c) OBLIGATION OF TRANSFERRED
AmounTs.—Funds transferred under subsec-
tion (b) may only be obligated or expended
from the account or fund to which trans-
ferred in order to carry out the functions of
the Secretary under this Act or environmen-
tal restoration functions under any other
Act.

“(d) Buncer ReporTs.—In proposing the
Budget for any fiscal year pursuant to sec-
tion 1105 of title 31, the President shall set
forth separately the amount requested for
environmental restoration programs of the

TRANSFER Ac-
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Department of Defense under this or any
other Act.

“(e) AMOUNTS RECOVERED UNDER SUBTITLE
A.—Amounts recovered under section 107
for response actions of the Secretary shall
be credited to the transfer account.

“SEC. 154. WIDELY USED HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.

“(a) NoTIicE To ATSDR.—

“(1) INn GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
notify the Administrator of the Agency of
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry es-
tablished under section 104(i) of the hazard-
ous substances which the Secretary deter-
mines to be the most widely used unregulat-
ed hazardous substances at facilities under
his administrative jurisdiction. The notifica-
tion shall be of not less than the 25 most
widely used such substances.

“(2) DEFiNITION.—FoOr the purposes of this
subsection, the term ‘unregulated hazardous
substance’ means a hazardous substance—

“(A) for which no standard is in effect
under the Toxic Substances Control Act,
the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Clean Air
Act, or the Clean Water Act; and

“(B) for which no water guality criteria
are in effect under any provision of the
Clean Water Act.

“(b) ToxicorLoGIcAL ProriLEs.—The Ad-
ministrator of the Agency for Toxic Sub-
stances and Disease Registry shall take such
steps as necessary to ensure the timely
preparation of toxicological profiles of each
of the substances that the Administrator is
notified of under subsection (a). The secre-
tary shall transfer to such Agency such tox-
icological data and such sums as may be
necessary for the Agency to prepare the
profiles of such substances. The profiles on
such substances shall include each of the
following:

“(1) The examination, summary, and in-
terpretation of available toxicological infor-
mation and epidemiologic evaluations on a
hazardous substance in order to ascertain
the levels of significant human exposure for
the substance and the associated acute, su-
bacute, and chronic health effects.

“(2) A determination of whether adequate
information on the health effects of each
substance is available or in the process of
development to determine levels of expo-
sure which present a significant risk to
human health of acute, subacute, and
chronic health effects.

“(¢) HEALTH ADVISORIES.—

“(1) PREPARATION.—At the request of the
Secretary, the Administrator shall in a
timely manner prepare health advisories on
hazardous substances. Such an advisory
shall be prepared on each hazardous sub-
stance—

“(A) for which no advisory exists;

“(B) which is found to threaten drinking
water; and

“¢C) which is emanating from facilities
under the administrative jurisdiction of the
Secretary.

“(2) CONTENT OF HEALTH ADVISORIES.—Such
health advisories shall provide specific
advice on the levels of contaminants in
drinking water at which adverse health ef-
fects would not be anticipated and which in-
clude a margin of safety so as to protect the
most sensitive members of the population at
risk. The advisories shall provide data on 1-
day, 10-day, and longer-term exposure peri-
ods where available toxicological data exist.

“(3) TRANSFER OF NECESSARY DATA.—The
Secretary shall transfer to the Administra-
tor such toxicological data as are available
and may be necessary to prepare such
health advisories.
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“SEC. 155. NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORA-
TION ACTIVITIES

“(a) EXPEDITED NorTice.—The Secretary
shall take such actions as necessary to
ensure that the regional offices of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency and appropri-
ate State and local authorities for the State
in which a facility under the Secretary's ad-
ministrative jurisdiction is located receive
prompt notice of each of the following:

“(1) The discovery of releases or threat-
ened releases of hazardous substances at the
facility.

“(2) The extent of the threat to public
health and the environment which may be
associated with any such release or threat-
ened release.

“(3) Proposals made by the Secretary to
carry out response actions with respect to
any such release or threatened release.

“(4) The initiation of any response action
with respect to such release or threatened
release and the commencment of each dis-
tinct phase of such activities.

“(b) CoMMENT BY EPA AND STATE AND
LocAL AUTHORITIES.—

“(1) RELEASE NOTICES.—The Secretary
shall ensure that the Administrator and ap-
propriate State and local officials have an
adequate opportunity to comment on no-
tices under paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsec-
tion (a).

“(2) PROPOSALS FOR RESPONSE ACTIONS.—
The Secretary shall require that an ade-
quate opportunity for timely review and
comment be afforded to the Administrator
and to appropriate State and local officials
after making a proposal referred to in sub-
section (aX3) and before undertaking an ac-
tivity or action referred to in subsection
(a)X4). The preceding sentence shall not
apply if the action is an emergency removal
taken because of imminent and substantial
endangerment to human health or the envi-
r?;’ment and consultation would be imprac-
ti b

“(¢) TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE.—
Whenever possible and practical, the Secre-
tary shall establish a technical review com-
mittee to review and comment on Depart-
ment of Defense actions and proposed ac-
tions with respect to releases or threatened
releases of hazardous substances at installa-
tions. Members of any such committee shall
include at least one representative of the
Secretary, the Administrator, and appropri-
ate State and local authorities and shall in-
clude a public representative of the commu-
nity involved.

“SEC. 156. COMPLIANCE WITH NATIONAL ENVIRON-
MENTAL POLICY ACT.

“Removal or remedial actions selected or
taken pursuant to this subtitle or secured
under section 108 constitute fulfillment of
the requirements of section 102 of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(Public Law 91-180, 83 Stat. 852).

“SEC. 157. ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.

“(a) REPORT ON PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTA-
TIoN.—The Secretary shall furnish an
annual report to the Congress for each
fiscal year which commences after the date
of the enactment of this Act. The report
shall describe the progress made by the Sec-
retary during the fiscal year in implement-
ing the requirements of this Act.

“(b) Marrers To Be IncLupEp.—The
report under this section shall include the
following:

“(1) A statement for each facility under
the administrative jurisdiction of the Secre-
tary of the number of individual facilities at
such installation at which a hazardous sub-
stance has been identified.
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“(2) The status of response actions con-
templated or undertaken at each such facili-

ty.

“(3) The specific cost estimates and budg-
etary proposals involving response actions
contemplated or undertaken at each such
facility.

“SEC. 158. MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
SPONSE ACTIONS.

“(a) AvuTHORITY.—Subject to subsection
(b), the Secretary may carry out a military
construction project not otherwise author-
ized by law if necessary to carry out a re-
sponse action under this Act.

*“(b) CONGRESSIONAL NOTICE-AND-WAIT,—

“(1) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—When a deci-
sion is made to carry out a military con-
struction project under this section, the Sec-
retary shall submit a report in writing to
the appropriate committees of Congress on
that decision. Each such report shall in-
clude—

“(A) the justification for the project and
the current estimate of the cost of the
project; and

“(B) the justification for carrying out the
project under this section.

“(2) OVERSIGHT PERIOD.—The project may
then be carried out only after—

“(A) the end of the 21-day period begin-
ning on the date the notification is received
by those committees; or

“(B) each such committee approves the
project, if the committees approve the
project before the end of that period.

“SEC. 159. DEFINITIONS.

“As used in this subtitle:

“(1) SecreTARY.—The term ‘Secretary’
means the Secretary of Defense.

“(2) ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDICTION OF THE
SECRETARY.—The term ‘administrative juris-
diction of the Secretary’ includes the admin-
istrative jurisdiction of the Secretary of De-
fense and the Secretaries of the military de-
partments.”.

[AMENDMENTS RELATING TO F'EDERAL
FacrLITIES]

Page 87, line 11, after the period, insert
the following new sentence: “Nothing in
this section shall be construed to affect the
liability of any person or entity under sec-
tions 106 and 107.”.

Page 87, line 14, strike out “procedures”.

Page 88, line 1, strike out “procedures”.

Page 88, line 13, after the period insert
the following new sentence: “This subsec-
tion shall not apply to the selection of re-
sponse action where a State standards
which is more protective of human health
and the environment may be applicable in
accordance with section 121(k).".

Page 88, strike lines 14 through 20.

Page 92, lines 21 and 22, strike out “, in-
cluding construction design”.

Page 93, strike out lines 3 through 5.

Page 93, after line 21, insert the following
new paragraph:

“(5) ACTION BY OTHER PARTIES.—If the Ad-
ministrator, in consultation with the head
of the relevant department, agency, or in-
strumentality of the United States, deter-
mines that RIFS or remedial action will be
done properly at the Federal facility by an-
other potentially responsible party within
the deadlines provided in paragraphs (1),
(2), and (3) of this subsection, the Adminis-
trator may enter into an agreement with
such party providing for assumption of the
responsibilities set forth in those para-
graphs. Following approval of the agree-
ment by the Attorney General, the agree-
ment shall be entered in the appropriate
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United States district court as a consent
decree under section 106 of this Act.”.

Page 94, line 1, strike out “Administrator"
and insert “President” in lieu thereof.

Page 94, line 17, insert “, to the extent
such information is reasonably available”
after “place” and before the period.

Page 95, line 10, insert “, to the extent
such information is reasonably available,”
after “shall contain".

Page 95, line 23, strike out the period and
closing quotation marks.

Page 95, after line 23, insert the following
new subsections:

“(j) FEDERAL AGENCY SETTLEMENTS.—The
head of each department, agency, or instru-
mentality or his designee may consider,
compromise, and settle any claim or demand
under this Act arising out of activities of his
agency, in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by the Attorney General. Any
award, compromise, or settlement in excess
of $25,000 shall be made only with the prior
written approval of the Attorney General or
his designee. Any such award, compromise,
or settlement shall be paid by the agency
concerned out of appropriations available to
that agency. The acceptance of any pay-
ment under this paragraph shall be final
and conclusive, and shall constitute a com-
plete release of any claim under this Act
against the United States and against the
employees of the United States whose acts
or omissions gave rise to the claim or
demand, by reason of the same subject
matter.

“(k) NATIONAL SECURITY,—

“(1) SITE SPECIFIC PRESIDENTIAL ORDERS.—
The President may issue such orders regard-
ing response actions at any specified site or
facility of the Department of Energy or the
Department of Defense as may be necessary
to protect the national security interests of
the United States at that site or facility.
Such orders may include, where necessary
to protect such interests, an exemption
from any requirement contained in this title
or under title III of the Superfund Amend-
ments of 1985 with respect to the site or fa-
cility concerned. The President shall notify
the Committees on Armed Services and Ap-
propriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate within 30 days of the
issuance of an order under this paragraph
providing for any such exemption. Such no-
tification shall include a statement of the
reasons for the granting of the exemption.
It is the intention of the Congress that
whenever a waiver is issued under this para-
graph the response action shall proceed as
expeditiously as practicable. The Commit-
tees on Armed Services and Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the
Senate shall be notified periodically of the
progress of any response action with respect
to which a waiver has been issued under
this paragraph.

“(2) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, all re-
quirements of the Atomic Energy Act and
all Executive orders concerning the han-
dling of restricted data and national securi-
ty information, including ‘need to know’ re-
quirements, shall be applicable to any grant
of access to classified information under the
provisions of this Act or under title III of
the Superfund Amendments of 1985.".

Page 101, beginning on line 5, strike out
“private parties” and insert in lieu thereof
“potentially responsible parties’.

Page 103, strike out “Nothing” and all
that follows through line 11.

Page 106, line 13, strike out the period and
closing quotation mark.
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Page 106, after line 13, insert:

“(k) ONsITE CLEANUP OF FEDERAL FACILI-
TIES.—

(1) FEDERAL AND STATE PERMITS.—For any
response action undertaken at any facility
owned or operated by a department, agency,
or instrumentality of the United States, to
the extent that such action does not involve
the transfer of a hazardous substance or
pollutant or contaminant from the facility
at which the release or threatened release
occurs to an offsite facility, the only permits
which may be required are those applicable
pursuant to section 118 of the Clean Air Act
and section 313(a) of the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act. Nothing in the preced-
ing sentence shall affect the authority of
any State to impose, after remedial action is
completed, any requirement (including a
fee) with respect to any operation and main-
tenance activities required with respect to a
hazardous substance or pollutant or con-
taminant. Nothing in this subsection shall
affect any requirement of Federal or State
law to the extent that such requirement ap-
plies to response action involving the trans-
fer of a hazardous substance from the facili-
ty at which the release or threatened re-
lease occurs to an offsite facility.

“(2) REMEDIAL ACTION SELECTED FOR NPL
sITES,—The Administrator shall select the
remedial action to be undertaken under this
Act at any facility on the National Priorities
List that is owned or operated by a depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality of the
United States. All other remedial actions at
facilities owned or operated by a depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality of the
United States shall be selected pursuant to
a memorandum of understanding between
the Federal agency established under para-
graph (4) of this subsection. The Adminis-
trator shall provide an opportunity for ap-
propriate State and local officials to partici-
pate in the remedy selection process, includ-
ing but not limited to an opportunity to
review and comment on each proposed re-
medial action and to consult with the Feder-
al agency and the Administrator concerning
each proposed action. The Administrator
shall also provide prompt notice and expla-
nation regarding any decision under para-
graph (9) on compliance with promulgated
State standards or siting reguirements, to
the State in which the facility is located.

“(3) STATE STANDARDS.—EXcept as provided
in paragraph (9), the Federal agency or the
Administrator, in selecting remedial action
to be undertaken under this Act at any fa-
cility that is owned or operated by a depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality of the
United States, shall require that the remedi-
al action conform to both of the following:

“(A) The promulgated State standard re-
lating to the level or standard for control of
the hazardous substance concerned where
such standard is more protective of public
health or the environment.

“(B) Any State law regarding the siting of
a facility.

Such remedial action, including the promul-
gated State standard or siting requirement,
shall be incorporated into the interagency
agreement required under section 120(e) of
this Act. The State may bring an action to
enforce any promulgated State Standard or
siting requirement incorporated into an in-
tergency agreement in the United States
district court in which the facility s located.

“(4) NoN-NPL sITES,—with respect to reme-
dial actions to be undertaken under this Act
at facilities that are owned or operated by a
department, agency, or instrumentality of
the United States but that are not on the
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National Priorities List, the Federal agency
shall enter into a memorandum of under-
standing with the Administrator. The
memorandum of understanding shall pro-
vide for each of the following:

“(A) Consultation between the two agen-
cies sufficient to ensure that all proposed
remedial actions meet the requirements of
this Act and the National Contingency Plan
and provide protection of public health and
the environment.

“(B) Compliance with any applicable pro-
mulgated State standards relating to the
level or standard for control of the hazard-
ous substances concerned and any State law
regarding the siting of facilities, except as
provided in paragraph (9).

“(C) Prompt notice and explanation of
each proposed action, including an explana-
tion regarding the decision on compliance
with promulgated State standards or siting
requirements, to the State in which the fa-
cility is located.

“(D) An opportunity for appropriate State
and local officials to participate in the
remedy selection process, including but not
limited to an opportunity to review and
comment on each proposed remedial action
and to consult with the Federal agency and
the Administrator concerning each pro-
posed action.

“(5) STATE NoTIFICATION.—Within 30 days
after the close of the required comment
period on the selected remedy, the State
shall notify the Federal agency and the Ad-
ministrator that it concurs or does not
concur with a decision not to comply with a
promulgated State standard or siting re-
quirement. If the State concurs in the deci-
sion, the remedial action selected by the
Federal agency and the Administrator shall
proceed through completion. If the State
fails to act within 30 days after the close of
the comment period such failure shall be
deemed concurrence for purposes of this

ph.

“(6) STATE PAYMENT.—If the State notifies
the Federal agency and the Administrator
within 30 days of the close of the comment
period that it does not concur with the deci-
sion under paragraph (9) not to comply with
a promulgated State standard or siting re-
quirement, and within 90 days after close of
the comment period provides assurances
deemed adequate by the administration
that the State will pay or assure payment of
the additional costs attributable to compli-
ance with the State standard or require-
ment, as determined by the Federal agency
and the Administrator, the remedial -action
shall comply with such State standard or re-
gquirement and shall proceed through com-
pletion. If the State fails to provide such as-
surances within 90 days, the remedial action
selected by the Federal agency and the Ad-
ministrator shall proceed through to com-
pletion.

“(T) RECOVERY OF ADDITIONAL COST.—In an
action under section 107 against responsible
persons, including any responsible depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality of the
United States, the State may recover any
additional remedial cost incurred by the
State under this paragraph, if the State can
establish, based on the administrative
record, that the determination under para-
graph (9) regarding the promulgated State
standard or siting requirement was not sup-
ported by substantial evidence.

“(8) ATTORNEY AND WITNESS FEES.—When-
ever a State recovers its additional costs
under paragraph (7) from the Federal de-
partment, agency, or instrumentality, such
department, agency, or instrumentality
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shall be liable for the costs incurred by ihe
State in such action, including reasonable
attorney and witness fees. Whenever the
court upholds a determination under para-
graph (9), the State which brought the
action under paragraph (7) shall be liable
for the costs incurred by the Administrator
and the Federal department, agency, or in-
strumentality in such action, including rea-
sonable attorney and witness fees.

“(9) REJECTION OF STATE STANDARDS.—A re-
medial action at a facility owned or operat-
ed by a department, agency, or instrumen-
tality of the United States that does not
conform to a promulgated State standard or
siting requirement referred to in paragraph
(3) may be selected under this section only
if one or both of the following applies:

“(A) The remedial action selected provides
protection of public health and of the envi-
ronment which is substantially equivalent
to the protection provided by the State
standard and compliance with the promul-
gated State standard or siting requirement
is not consistent with the National Contin-
gency Plan.

“(B) The Administrator determines that
the State has not consistently undertaken
previous remedial actions (or made plans to
undertake future response action at facili-
ties) within that State using the more pro-
tective State standards.

Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCURDY. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. McCurpy] for his remarks in
regard to the Superfund.

As the gentleman knows, we are ad-
dressing ourselves today to the major
issue of reducing the deficits, and an-
other major issue is to try to continue
to keep the Government running with-
out divesting the Social Security funds
which most of our senior citizens rely
on for assistance.

Just so the House knows what the
gentleman from Pennsylvania object-
ed to, not permitting the bill to be
taken up by the gentleman from Illi-
nois, I would like to read the language
that the gentleman from Illinois
sought to take up in order to protect
that Social Security fund from divest-
ment so our senior citizens would be
able to receive their Social Security
checks without problems in the future.

The language was that:

During the period beginning on the date
of enactment of this act and ending on No-
vember 6, 1985, the public debt limit set
forth in subsection (b) of section 3101 of
title 31, United States Code, shall be in-
creased by an amount determined by the
Secretary of the Treasury as necessary to
permit the United States to meet its obliga-
tions without divesting the Social Security
trust funds or any other trust funds estab-
lished pursuant to Federal law.

It says that no increase shall result
in a public debt limit in excess of
$1,840-some billion.

Now, what this means to me, by the
gentleman’s objecting, is that un-
doubtedly he does want to divest the
Social Security trust funds in order to
use those funds for maybe tanks and
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planes, et cetera, in this Government.
I think our senior citizens should
know that later on today we are going
to have the opportunity hopefully to
bring up a rule that will make this lan-
guage in order. We are going to need a
two-thirds vote, and I would hope that
everyone who favors continuing that
Social Security fund and providing
that it not be used for other Govern-
ment programs will vote favorably on
that rule, because if they do not and
we are not able to take it up, then
Treasury says that we are going to go
ahead and divest the Social Security
fund and use it for other things other
than Social Security.
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So I would urge everyone to make
sure we get a two-thirds vote on the
rule when it comes up to make this
language in order.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his state-
ments and comments.

Again, Mr., Speaker, I hope my col-
leagues and all the Members will
review the amendments that I have
placed in the REcorRD on the environ-
mental restoration provisions of the
Superfund bill and ask for their sup-
port.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
join with my colleague from Oklahoma,
Mr. MCCURDY, in introducing an amend-
ment to the Superfund reauthorization bill
to accelerate the cleanup of toxic waste
sites at military bases and for other pur-
poses relating to the cleanup of other Fed-
eral sites.

The amendment that Mr. MCCURDY and I

are proposing reflects months of work by
the House Armed Services Task Force on
Environmental Restoration and several
years of my own efforts to investigate and
document the weaknesses and strengths of
the military’s cleanup program. Through
hearings by the Appropriations Committee,
on which I sit, and several investigations
by the General Accounting Office, conduct-
ed at my request, we have developed a far
greater understanding of the problems as-
sociated with the cleanup of toxic dumps at
military bases. Again, Mr. Speaker, Mr.
McCURDY's panel has also played an in-
valuable role in building the record in this
regard.
Our investigations, Mr. Speaker, indicate
that over the years the Department of De-
fense has improperly disposed of literally
billions of gallons of poisonous chemicals
in nearly every State in the Nation. Haz-
ardous pollutants have been found at more
than 4,000 sites at some 473 military bases
across the country.

From one end of the Nation to the other,
the Defense Department has polluted sur-
face and ground water, contaminated
drinking water and fouled open waterways.

From McClellan Air Force Base in my
own district in Sacramento, where cancer-
causing solvents, waste oils, paint thinners,
strippers, and sludges have contaminated
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the ground water both on and off base, to
Homestead Air Force Base in Homestead,
FL, where contaminants are thought to
threaten major municipal drinking water
supplies, the Department of Defense has
left its mark on communities.

The fences and barbed wire that sur-
round our military bases cannot contain
the poisons that are, as we speak, leaching
into the water supply of surrounding com-
munities. It is an intolerable situation that
we must squarely address. The Federal
Government can no longer clean up its
sites to a different standard, under less
scrutiny, and without any oversight from
Federal and State health and environmen-
tal officials. Indeed, the Federal Govern-
ment should and must set the standard by
which all cleanups occur.

The problem of military toxics may be
dwarfed by the cleanups that will be re-
quired at private sites, if only in sheer
numbers. But in a very real sense the strug-
gle to get our Federal property cleaned up
is just as important. The Federal Govern-
ment cannot demand from the private
sector what it cannot itself do. We have one
set of environmental laws and they should
apply to all equally—whether they are the
largest Federal agency or the smallest cor-
poration—the laws should be applied in the
same manner with the same commitment to
protecting the public health and environ-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, while the Pentagon has re-
cently made some improvements in its
cleanup program, more needs to be done.
The amendment we are prepared to offer to
the Superfund reauthorization bill incorpo-
rates most of the provisions of H.R. 1940,
the Defense Environmental Restoration Act
of 1985.

Among other things, the amendment:

Requires greater DOD coordination with
Federal, State, and local health and envi-
ronmental authorities. The military will be
mandated to coordinate all aspects of the
cleanup program—from the identification
of any possible contamination to the de-
tails of the final, permanent cleanup phase.
In addition, as in H.R. 1940, our proposal
would require DOD to establish Technical
Review Committees or task forces made up
of representatives of the military, EPA,
local citizens, and State and local regula-
tory agencies to review DOD cleanup plans.

Requires DOD cleanups to meet any and
all State standards for pollutants or con-
taminants which are more protective of the
public health or environment than the ap-
plicable Federal standard.

Sets up the mechanisms necessary to
ensure that adequate funding will be avail-
able to finance the cleanup program. As in
H.R. 1940, the amendment sets up a special
central account to finance all aspects of the
environmental cleanup progam, including
military construction. Congressional inves-
tigations have identified the cumbersome
DOD funding process as a major obstacle
to an accelerated cleanup effort.

Requires the Agency for Toxic Sub-
stances and Disease Registry to generate
fundamental health risk assessment data
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on the most commonly used DOD contami-
nants.

Requires DOD to establish a research, de-
velopment, and demonstration program to
develop innovative and cost-effective clean-
up technologies. Appropriate research and
development is the only way the ultimate
price tag of the cleanup program, now ex-
pected to cost between $5 and $10 billion
over the next 10 years, can be reduced.

Requires DOD to seek input from the
general public on all cleanup plans. As in
H.R. 1940, our amendment would regquire
DOD to publish a notice and brief analysis
of all cleanup proposals for all sites, NPL
and non-NPL alike, as well as provide the
general public with an adequate opportuni-
ty to comment on the plans.

Mr. Speaker, our proposal is a very
modest but important one. I urge my col-
leagues to consider it carefully. And once
again, Mr. Speaker, I commend the work of
Mr. McCURrDY and the other members of
the task force and urge my colleagues fa-
vorable consideration of our proposal.

SUITABLE LIVER NEEDED FOR
BABY ANDREA LYNN SHIMER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to bring to your attention a
matter of extreme urgency.

Today I have learned of a 2-month-
old baby in my district whose life de-
pends on receiving a liver immediately.

Andrea Lynn Shimer, of Hainesport,
NJ, was born on September 2 with a
liver dysfunction.

She has several weeks—maybe only
days—to live unless a suitable liver can
be found and transplanted.

The seriousness of finding a liver for
Andrea is intensified by the fact that
even if a liver can be found, it must be
removed and transplanted into Andrea
within 8 hours.

Mr. Speaker, Andrea desperately
needs a liver of a brain-dead baby;
weighing not more than 15 pounds;
with type O blood.

If a liver is found in time, Andrea
would be the smallest child ever to be
successfully transplanted.

Mr. Speaker, I appeal to you and my
colleagues to keep Andrea's plight in
mind, and to contact Childrens Hospi-
tal in Philadelphia at 215-596-9100 if
you learn of any possible liver donors
for Andrea.

PROCRASTINATION ON GOLDEN
PACIFIC

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. STt
GeRrMAIN] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, 1 wish
to call to the attention of my colleagues,
and to the public at large, a most unfortu-
nate situation concerning the actions of the
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Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
and the ongoing plight of former customers
of the Golden Pacific National Bank, in
New York's Chinatown, which was closed
by Federal regulators on June 21, 1985.

This past summer, the House Banking
Committee’s Subcommittee on Financial
Institutions held hearings on the involve-
ment of the Federal bank regulatory agen-
cies, the Department of Justice, and the
FBI, with regard to this bank. On July 31,
we heard from several former customers of
Golden Pacific who had purchased so-
called yellow certificates with the under-
standing that they were insured by the
FDIC. Once the bank was closed, these wit-
nesses experienced considerable personal
and family hardship because the FDIC
could not decide on whether the CD’s were
indeed insured and whether the depositors
would be reimbursed for their hard-earned
funds.

On August 8—6 weeks after the bank was
closed—I wrote to the FDIC requesting
that the agency expedite their decision-
making process on the insurability of these
certificates. As of today, I have yet to re-
ceive a formal, written response.

On October 16, the FDIC issued a press
release informing the public that the
agency had asked the U.S. District Court
for the Southern District of New York for
assistance in deciding on the insurability of
these deposits in the form of a lawsuit
against the holders of these yellow certifi-
cates.

The FDIC's decision to submit this issue
to the courts is an extraordinary one, rep-
resenting a classic case of passing the buck.
Remember, determining the insurability of
funds falls squarely within the jurisdiction
of the FDIC. This action can only result in
further uncertainty, given the overloaded
dockets of the Federal judiciary, for those
former Golden Pacific customers holding
yellow certificates, for the Chinese commu-
nity at large, and for depositors around the
country who use a bank believing that it is
federally insured. Another unfortunate
consequence has been a loss of confidence
within the Chinese community in the FDIC
and in the banking system in general.

It should also be noted that curious in-
consistencies come to mind when compar-
ing the treatment of yellow certificates
holders at a small Chinese-run bank with
the depositors at the giant Continental Illi-
nois National Bank, where no Federal sub-
sidy was too great and no assistance too
expensive.

I sincerely hope that the FDIC, which
has always touted its ability to pay off de-
positors quickly, has not set a precedent in
the Golden Pacific case. And, I hope that
next time the FDIC will fulfill its responsi-
bilities and not delegate its decisionmaking
duties to others. Let us also hope that the
U.S. District Court moves more swiftly
than our Federal banking agencies.

PROBLEMS OF NATION'S THRIFT
INDUSTRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Virginia [Mr. PARRIS] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, on Tues-
day of this week I made an extensive
series of comments on the floor of the
House in regard to the condition of
the savings and loan institutions of
the United States and Nation’s thrift
industry generally. 1 believe it is a
matter of critical importance to this
Nation. By the same token, Mr. Speak-
er, I do not believe that it rivals in in-
tensity or immediacy the problem that
faces us in dealing with the Nation’s
deficit; so I will not take my special
order today, Mr. Speaker, for the fear
that it may adversely influence pro-
ceeding with the Deficit Reduction
Act in a timely way.

I would expect and hope that I could
make those remarks and take that
time at an appropriate time early next
week.

EDUCATION AND TAX REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, in our
efforts to overhaul the Tax Code, I
think we have taken the wrong ap-
proach. Our focus has been primarily
on revenues—on the balance sheet. So
that we can lower tax rates, we have
focused our efforts on looking for
ways to broaden the tax base. Yet the
Tax Code has a function other than
merely raising revenues. It serves as a
way of stimulating and encouraging
activities and programs of benefit to
our national well-being. And before we
start working on the balance sheet
aspect of tax reform, we ought to set
out a list of national priorities deserv-
ing tax-favored treatment, look at how
those priorities could be affected by
tax reform proposals, and even consid-
er new ways to use our tax laws to nur-
ture those priorities.

High on that list of priorities should
be education. Yet the potential affects
of tax reform on education appear to
have been overlooked. Perhaps this is
because the most direct beneficiaries
of education—our Nation’s present and
future students—have no well-paid,
well-heeled lobbyists arguing their
cause. The entire Nation, however, is
the beneficiary of education. Our
future as a world leader and as an
international competitor will depend
on a well-educated populace.

Because the Internal Revenue
Code's effects on education are indi-
rect, it's difficult to pin an exact dollar
figure on the loss to education that
might result from our tax reform ef-
forts. Currently, various Tax Code
provisions provide at least $15.6 billion
in assistance to education. Under the
President's tax reform proposal, so-
called Treasury II, this figure would
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fall to about $1.5 billion. And under
the joint tax staff option under con-
sideration by Ways and Means, assist-
ance to education by way of the Tax
Code would fall to about $4.9 billion.
This enormous reduction in assistance
to education is not a one-time shot
that would affect education during
only 1 year. The losses could well last
forever.

On August 1, Mr. HAwKiINs and I in-
troduced House Resolution 258 to ex-
press the sense of the House that edu-
cation is a national priority and that
we should take care in any tax reform
effort to retain those tax incentives
that facilitate efforts to raise revenues
for education and encourage our citi-
zens to plan and save for educational
expenses. I now want to discuss in
greater depth some of the specific tax
measures affecting education.

REPEAL OF THE DEDUCTION FOR STATE AND

LOCAL TAXES

Currently taxpayers who itemize are
allowed to deduct from adjusted gross
inicome State and local income taxes,
real property taxes, personal property
taxes, and sales taxes. No other taxes
are deductible by individuals unless in-
curred in a business or investment ac-
tivities.

The President proposed to repeal
the deduction altogether.

The Ways and Means staff option
calls for repeal of the deduction for
State and local sales taxes and person-
al property taxes. An itemized deduc-
tion for income and real property
taxes would be allowed equal to the
greater of: First, $1,000—$500 for un-
married taxpayers; or, second, the
amount of such taxes exceeding 5 per-
cent of taxpayer’s adjusted gross
income.

This is one of the most controversial
aspects of the tax reform proposals. In
its markup sessions, Ways and Means
decided to skip over this provision
temporarily and return to it later.

It is impossible to predict with preci-
sion exactly how education might be
affected if this deduction is either re-
pealed or Ilimited. Proponents of
repeal argue that with lower marginal
rates, many taxpayers will see a reduc-
tion in their Federal taxes that will
offset any rise in the real cost of local
taxes resulting from repeal of the de-
duction for State and local taxes. Tax-
payers whose Federal tax liabilities
remain unchanged or are increased as
the result of a tax reform measure,
however, might well call for reductions
in their State and local taxes and cut-
backs in the services they fund.

Education is the single largest area
of expenditure for State and local gov-
ernment. In 10 States, the primary
source of education funding is the
sales tax, which would not be deducti-
ble under the Ways and Means staff
option. In addition, in recent years
several States have passed measures
calling for increased sales taxes ear-
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marked for education. Part of the
sales pitches for such measures was
that the Federal Government would
share some of the burden for the edu-
cational improvements by way of the
deduction for State and local taxes.

Non-energy-producing States claim
that the proposals to repeal or limit
the deduction are biased in favor of re-
source-rich States that raise substan-
tial amounts of revenue by way of
energy severance taxes. These taxes
will remain deductible as business
taxes. They are ultimately passed on
to energy consumers throughout the
country.

EXCLUSION FOR SCHOLARSHIPS

Under current law, degree candi-
dates at an educational institution can
exclude from income amounts received
as scholarship or fellowship grants, to-
gether with incidental amounts re-
ceived for expenses of travel, research,
clerical help, and equipment. Nonde-
gree candidates can exclude only
scholarships and fellowship grants
from tax-exempt organizations or gov-
ernmental organizations, subject to a
maximum  lifetime exclusion of
$10,800. The exclusion for incidental
amounts received by nondegree candi-
dates is unlimited. As a general rule, if
scholarship or fellowship awards are
disguises for compensation for serv-
ices, they are taxable, but when teach-
ing, research, or other services are re-
quired of all degree candidates, a
scholarship or fellowship award call-
ing for such services is excludable.
Furthermore, although as a general
rule, compensation for services, includ-
ing future services, is taxable, a special
exception applies to Federal scholar-
ship or fellowship programs requiring
the recipient to perform future serv-
ices as a Federal employee; amounts
received pursuant to such programs
are excludable.

The President proposed to allow the
exclusion for amounts received as
scholarships and fellowship grants by
degree candidates only to the extent
that such amounts were required to be
spent on tuition and equipment for
courses of instruction. Amounts re-
ceived for room and board would have
to be included in income. Degree can-
didates would not be permitted to ex-
clude any amounts for incidental ex-
penses—travel, research, clerical help,
equipment. Under the President’s pro-
posal the exclusion for nondegree can-
didates would be limited to amounts
received as reimbursements for inci-
dental expenses. The President also
called for repeal of the special rules
concerning performance of future
services as a Federal employee and
compensation for services required of
all degree candidates.

The reasons put forward for these
changes are that scholarships and fel-
lowship grants confer a benefit on re-
cipients that should be taxed as
income. To include the full amount of
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a scholarship in income might create
hardships for many scholarship recipi-
ents, who are often chosen on the
basis of need and who do not have the
resources to pay taxes on scholarship
income. Still, the full exclusion of
these benefits from income is not fair
to other taxpayers who must pay for
education with earnings that are sub-
ject to tax.

The Ways and Means staff option
provision regarding scholarships,
which the committee has approved in
its markup session, is generally the
same as the President's plan. It does
not permit exclusion of incidental ex-
penses of nondegree candidates; but
such amounts are usually deductible
above the line, by nonitemizers as well
as itemizers, as business expenses.

CHARITABLE CONTRIBEUTIONS

Under current law, nonitemizing tax-
payers may deduct charitable contri-
butions, in addition to taking the
standard deduction [ZBA]. For 1985,
50 percent of such contributions are
deductible. For 1986, the full amount
of such contributions will be deducti-
ble. This deduction is scheduled to ter-
minate for tax years after 1986.

The President proposed to repeal
the nonitemizer charitable deduction
for all contributions made after 1985—
1 year earlier than the scheduled ter-
mination. He argues that reasonable
amounts representing deductions are
included in the zero bracket amount—
standard deduction. Allowing a deduc-
tion for charitable deductions by non-
itemizers in effect creates a double de-
duction for such contributions. In ad-
dition, the President says that this
provision creates administrative bur-
dens. It is difficult for the IRS to mon-
itor or verify small donations to count-
less charities, and the deduction gives
rise to abuse. Opponents of the Presi-
dent’s measure have argued that with-
out such a provision, the law gives no
incentives to charitable gifts to non-
itemizers. Moreover, under the Presi-
dent’s plan, many more people would
not itemize, thus charitable deductions
could well decline.

Repeal of this provision could have a
serious impact on charitable gifts to
colleges. The Ways and Means staff
option was identical to the President’s
plan. On October 15, however, the
committee voted to make permanent
the charitable deduction for nonitem-
izers.

INCLUSION IN MINIMUM TAX BASE OF

APPRECIATED PORTION OF GIFTS OF PROPERTY

Taxpayers with incomes of $50,000
whose taxable incomes are substantial-
ly reduced by certain items of tax
preference must pay an alternative
minimum tax if the minimum tax ex-
ceeds their regular tax liabilities.

The alternative minimum tax is fig-
ured by adding to adjusted gross
income the amount of specified tax
preference items and then subtracting
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certain itemized deductions and an ex-
emption—of $40,000. The balance is
subject to a flat 20-percent tax. In-
cluded in the eight tax preference
items are accelerated depreciation—in
excess of depreciation using the
straight line method—and capital
gains deductions.

The President’s plan calls for inclu-
sion as a tax preference item of the
appreciation inherent in charitable
gifts of property. If, for example, a
taxpayer purchased stocks for $10,000
that are now worth $100,000, he can
donate those stocks to a college and
take a deduction equal to the proper-
ty's fair market value—$100,000. The
President’s proposal would require
that the appreciation of $90,000 be
treated as a tax preference item,
which will be a part of the alternative
minimum tax base. The Ways and
Means staff option tracks the Presi-
dent’s plan. The minimum tax rate
would be raised to 25 percent.

Colleges and universities believe that
this provision would substantially
raise the cost of giving for donors of
large gifts on whom colleges and uni-
versities are particularly dependent.

INCENTIVES FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The Economic Recovery Tax Act
[ERTA] of 1981 included a temporary
tax credit for investment in gqualified
research and development. A credit is
allowed by determining the average of
R&D expenditures by a company
during the preceding 3 years. A direct
credit equal to 25 percent of expendi-
tures in excess of that average is
given. A special rule permits the credit
to apply to 65 percent of corporate ex-
penditures for basic research by a col-
lege, university or qualified research
organization. The credit expires De-
cember 31, 1985.

The President has proposed to
extend the credit for 3 years, but to
make grants for basic research ineligi-
ble for the credit. The definition of
qualified research would be revised to
limit the credit to research activities
involving a process of experimentation
intended to result in technological in-
novations in products and production
processes.

The Ways and Means staff option
similarly proposes to clarify through
committee report language the defini-
tions of research and experimentation.
Ineligible activities would be those in-
volving little or no innovation or ex-
perimentation such as those for style,
cosmetic, or seasonal design changes;
routine testing and data collection;
management and marketing studies;
and routine development of internal-
use computer software. In addition,
rental payments for the use of proper-
ty used in conjunction with research—
other than payments for the use of
computer time—would be ineligible for
the credit. Part of the credit, however,
would be a tax preference item includ-
ed in the minimum tax base.
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TAX EXEMPT BONDS

Student loan bonds. Tax-exempt
bonds may be issued under current law
to finance educational and related ex-
penses by nonprofit corporations or
public agencies or instrumentalities of
a State. The President proposed to
deny tax exemption to the interest on
such bonds. The Ways and Means
staff option similarly provides for no
exemption from tax. The staff option,
however, allows for refundings of
bonds issued before November 1, 1986
if the maturity date of the refunding
bonds does not postdate the maturity
of the refunded bonds.

Tax-exempt bonds for -colleges.
Under current law, interest on bonds
of nonprofit organizations (such as
private colleges and nonprofit hospi-
tals) are tax-exempt. The President’s
plan proposes to deny tax exemptions
for these bonds.

The Ways and Means staff option
would allow tax-exempt bonds for non-
profit organizations for activities di-
rectly related to the purpose of the or-
ganization. The aggregate amount of
outstanding bonds of which each orga-
nization was a beneficiary could not
exceed $40 million. All projects funded
with tax-exempt bonds would have to
be owned by the organization.

General restriction on tax exemp-
tion. The President proposed to tax
State and local government bonds if
more than 1 percent of the bond pro-
ceeds were used by any person or
group other than a governmental unit.
Use of bond-financed property is treat-
ed as use of bond proceeds. Use of tax-
exempt financed facilities by a non-
governmental person would be permis-
sible if the facilities were available for
use by the general public on the same
basis.

The Ways and Means staff option
would liberalize the 1 percent rule,
permitting an amount of governmen-
tal bond proceeds, equal to the lesser
of 5 percent of proceeds or $5 million,
to be used by persons other than a
State or local government.

Under the staff option, governments
could continue to issue tax-exempt
bonds to finance activities such as
schools and government buildings.
The provision, however, would appear
to stifle any innovative joint public-
private cooperation in conjunction
with the construction or operation of
such buildings.

Advance refunding. School districts
or municipalities that have issued tax-
exempt bonds may, in advance of the
call date of the bonds, issue refunding
bonds. The proceeds of these refund-
ing bonds, issued at lower interest
rates, are invested in Federal securi-
ties, the proceeds of which pay off the
earlier bonds. The school district or
municipality has thus restructured its
debt at a lower interest rate. The
President’s reform proposal would end
the tax exemption for the refunding
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bonds unless the refunded bonds were
immediately redeemed. The Ways and
Means staff option is similar, but it
would permit a 30-day period from is-
suance of the refunding bonds in
which to redeem the refunded bonds.

EMPLOYER-PROVIDED EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE

Section 127 of the Internal Revenue
Code currently provides that an em-
ployee need not report as income
amounts paid by this employer for
educational assistance to the employ-
ee. The assistance must be provided
pursuant to a nondiscriminatory plan;
the assistance cannot relate to hob-
bies, games, or sports. The exclusion
for educational assistance is set to
expire as of December 31, 1985. Educa-
tional assistance can relate to the em-
ployee’s job, to training for a new job,
to basic skills like reading and writing.
Conceivably, the education could be
unrelated to the employee’s job. In the
absence of section 127, employees can
take an above-the-line deduction for
educational expenses that they pay if
the expenses maintain or improve job
skills, but not if the training qualifies
the employee for a new trade or busi-
ness or if it relates to basic skills (like
reading or speaking English).

The President proposed to make the
exclusion a permanent part of the
Code. He also proposed to drop the
current law's annual limit of $5,000 on
the amount of educational assistance
that can be excluded. The Ways and
Means staff option proposes to allow
the exclusion to expire.

INCOME SHIFTING

One method that some parents use
to save for children’s college expenses
is a transfer of money or income-pro-
ducing assets to a child. Income
earned by the child from the trans-
ferred assets is generally taxed at a
rate lower than the parents’ rate.

The President proposed to tax
income of children under 14 at the
same marginal rate as their parents.
This would apply to income attributa-
ble to property received from parents
in excess of the standard deduction.
The child's tax liability on such
income would be equal to the addition-
al tax his parents would have paid if
the income were added to the amount
reported on their return. This provi-
sion would require segregation of ac-
counts to make it possible to deter-
mine whether income was derived
from assets transferred from parents
or from other sources.

The Ways and Means staff option
would apply the new rules to all chil-
dren claimed as dependents, regardless
of whether their income is derived
from assets transferred from their par-
ents. The provision would apply to un-
earned income (income other than
salary or wages) in excess of $3,000.

“CLIFFORD"” (NONGRANTOR) TRUSTS

The rules regarding taxation of trust

income are complex. If the grantor of
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a trust has retained certain statutorily
defined interests in the trusts, the
income from trust properties is taxed
to the grantor, as if the trust had not
been created. Nongrantor (“Clifford”)
trusts are treated as separate taxpay-
ers. Trust income is reported by the
trust itself; distributions of trust
income are deductible by the trust and
ing:luded in the income of the benefici-
aries.

A trust may qualify as a nongrantor
trust even though trust assets may
eventually revert to the grantor. (Re-
version within 10 years from the date
of creation of the trust will render the
trust a grantor trust). The provisions
regarding taxation of trusts allow
high-bracket taxpayers to shift income
via a trust to other family members
subject to lower marginal rates. Trusts
may serve as a vehicle for payment of
college expenses.

The President proposed that during
the lifetime of the grantor, nongran-
tor trusts would be taxed to the trust
at the grantor’'s marginal rate, unless
the trust instrument requires income
to be distributed to or irrevocably set
aside for beneficiaries. In computing
trust income, only mandatory distribu-
tions could be deducted.

Under the Ways and Means staff
option, nongrantor trusts would gener-
ally be taxed at the top marginal rate,
but special rules would permit the use
of lower rates where trust benefici-
aries are minor children of the grant-
or.

PERSONAL EXEMPTION

Another way in which the Tax Code
supports education is by way of the al-
lowance of an exemption for depend-
ent students supported by the taxpay-
ers. The President's plan would make
this exemption more generous, raising
it to $2,000. The joint tax staff option
raises this to only $1,500. An increase
in this exemption is welcome, but in
this day of skyrocketing college costs,
it still does not go very far in assisting
parents to save for college expenses.

It is difficult, if not impossible, to
state with specificity the loss to educa-
tion that could result if all these tax
reform proposals become law. Ap-
proximately 40 percent of total State
and local governmental expenditures
go for education. I have, therefore, at-
tributed to education 40 percent of the
revenue loss due to the deduction for
State and local taxes. For fiscal 1987,
the full deduction for State and local
taxes would represent Federal assist-
ance to education of approximately
$13.3 billion. Under the President's
plan, this figure would be reduced to
zero; and under the Ways and Means
staff option, this figure would fall to
$3.2 billion.

Currently, the revenue loss due to
the exclusion from income of interest
on student loan bonds amounts to
$450 million. This figure will be re-
duced to zero under both the Presi-
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dent’s plan and the Ways and Means
staff option. The $110 million in tax
expenditures for employer-provided
educational assistance will similarly be
lost under both the President’s plan
and the Ways and Means staff option.
The exclusion of interest on bonds for
private, nonprofit educational institu-
tions now represents a tax expenditure
of $220 million. Under the President’s
plan, the full amount of this expendi-
ture would be lost. Limiting the exclu-
sion for fellowships and scholarships
represents another loss of $100 million
for education. Restrictions on the use
of income shifting and Clifford trusts
will raise another $900 million. Again,
however, some of that revenue saved
will be taken from parents planning
for their children’s future educational
expenses.

The current tax reform effort repre-
sents the most sweeping changes in
the Internal Revenue Code in over 30
years. It could well be another 30
years before another such effort is un-
derway. It is easy to overlook the ef-
fects of tax law on education. The
effect on education of changes in our
tax laws is not as direct as, for exam-
ple, the reduction in funding of educa-
tion programs. The effect is no less
real, however. We must be vigilant to
assure that we don't sacrifice educa-
tion to our efforts to curb tax expendi-
tures. The day and age when, because
of our Nation's mediocre educational
system, we have been labeled “A
Nation At Risk”; when we face in-
creasing competition from foreign na-
tions; and when we have increasingly
asked States to assume financial bur-
dens the Federal Government once
bore is not the time for us to decrease
our commitment to education.

In conclusion, if you agree with me
that education should continue to
have a significant priority in tax ex-
penditures, you can see that neither
Treasury II nor the Ways and Means
draft does this. We may disagree as to
just how these $15 billion-plus in lost
tax expenditures should be used for
education. Given the present need for
improving our education systems, it
seems to me that few would agree that
we should slash by about 90 percent
our present tax expenditures in this
area, loading additional burdens on
the State and local governments, and
expecting them to make up the differ-
ence.

TAX EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION
(Dofars in billions]

40 percent of deduction for State and local
taxes

Exclusion of nferest on student loan bonds...
educational assistance
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TAX EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION—Continued
[Dolars in bllns]

Deductiblity of charitable  coatributions
(education) . i 910 905 910
Total... 15.635 1.56 4875

THE COMPETITIVE TIED AID
FUND BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
NEeaL] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing for myself and several other
Members, the competitive tied aid fund bill.
This legislation would establish a war chest
within the Export-Import Bank with which
we can combat the unfair and predatory
use of tied aid credit—generally known as
mixed credits—by our foreign competitors.
The Subcommittee on International Fi-
nance, Trade, and Monetary Policy, which I
chair, has held extensive hearings on tied
aid credits, and has considered various pro-
posals for legislation, including those sub-
mitted by the administration. On the basis
of these hearings, we have concluded that
the best approach would embody the fea-
tures now put forward in this bill.

Before summarizing this proposal, I
would like to explain, briefly, the threat to
our exports posed by tied aid credits. Most
countries support some of their exports
with financing supplied by their govern-
ments. We have long sought to negotiate
limits to this practice, to discipline it, to
minimize, by international agreement, the
subsidies contained therein. And we have
made some very important progress in this
direction. The agreements we have reached
stipulate minimum interest rates and maxi-
mum maturities governments may offer on
official export credit. As long as the major
industrial countries abide by these agree-
ments, our Export-Import Bank should be
able to provide American exporters with
competitive financing at tolerable cost.

There is, unfortunately, one major loop-
hole in the Arrangement on Guidelines for
Officially Supported Export Credits, the
international agreement that governs offi-
cial export credit. Official export loans
with terms more favorable than those per-
mitted under the arrangement are deemed
to carry a grant element, which measures,
roughly, the portion of the loan that is, in
effect, being given away. The more gener-
ous the terms, the higher the grant element.
Official export credit with a positive grant
element—that is, with terms more generous
than those established in the arrange-
ment—is called tied aid credit, or, collo-
quially, mixed credits. The term “mixed
credits” derives from the notion that the
total package is a mixing of foreign aid, in
the form of a grant, with export credit on
conventional terms.
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As it now stands the arrangement does
permit governments to offer tied aid credit
to finance their exports, but only if the
grant element exceeds 25 percent. Many
countries have commenced an aggressive
program of tied aid credits with grant ele-
ments around 25 percent to 35 percent,
which is perfectly in harmony with the ar-
rangement as now written. The OECD pre-
dicts that these countries will offer over $6
billion in tied aid credit in 1985. American
exporters cannot, on their own, compete
against foreign exporters armed with such
tied aid credit, no matter how good our
products might be. To compete, our export-
ers must also be able to offer financing
with a similar degree of subsidy.

Tied aid credit can be a useful and legiti-
mate tool for assisting developing coun-
tries, but only when it is genuine foreign
aid, when it finances appropriate develop-
ment projects. To be genuine foreign aid it
should contain a grant element consider-
ably greater than 25 percent. Tied aid
credit with a grant element just above 25
percent is not sufficiently costly, to donor
countries, to dissuade them from using it,
and abusing it, primarily for commercial
purposes. They are tempted to offer it to
win export orders for projects that could
and should be financed on conventional ar-
rangement terms, or even on commercial
terms. This is a thoroughly predacious
practice, nothing less than the stealing of
potential markets from American export-
ers.

To put an end to this abuse of tied aid
credit, we have been trying to negotiate a
reform of the arrangement to ensure that
tied aid credit would be granted primarily
as bona fide foreign aid for legitimate de-
velopment purposes. No magic formula can
guarantee it would only be so used, but a
significant increase in the threshold for
tied aid credit could significantly minimize
the abuses we are now witnessing. For in-
stance, an agreement to offer only tied aid
credits with grant elements greater than 50
percent would impose much greater disci-
pline than the current 25-percent threshold.
The more costly it becomes, the more the
temptation to use it to steal commercial
markets diminishes.

We have, unfortunately, made little
progress in negotiations to achieve this ob-
jective. The administration reports that a
few countries, notably France, supported
by Italy, are blocking progress. To move
these negotiations forward, we need some
new kind of leverage, beyond sweet reason.
To that end the administration has pro-
posed legislation to create a war chest, a
fund out of which grants can be made to
supplement conventional export finance, in
effect arming American exporters with the
same kind of highly subsidized tied aid
credit their competitors are now offering in
ever growing amounts. Only when we make
it clear to the French, and others, that they
can no longer expect to steal our export
markets on the cheap will they likely see
the wisdom of genuine disarmament in this
export credit war.

Two years ago I proposed a similar war
chest on mixed credits. My proposal, em-
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bodied in the Eximbank reauthorization
legislation of 1983, was passed by the Bank-
ing Committee on a virtually straight par-
tyline vote. The administration vigorously
opposed any such mixed credits legislation
at the time, arguing, in the words of the As-
sistant Secretary of the Treasury, that “We
really cannot expect to eliminate the unfair
use of mixed credits by engaging in this
practice ourselves.” Republican opposition
succeeded in eliminating my tied aid credit
war chest when the bill was considered on
the floor. Instead, we were ultimately
forced to accept language on mixed credits
sponsored by Senate Republicans. This lan-
guage sought to establish a tied aid credit
program within the Eximbank and AID.
But no funds were appropriated for these
programs. The Eximbank was expected to
grant mixed credits out of the budget Con-
gress sets each year for its direct loan pro-
gram, even though that program is intend-
ed primarily for conventional loans at ar-
rangement rates. To be sure, Exim has the
legal authority to offer tied aid credit
solely out of its direct loan program. To do
80, it need only make a loan with an ex-
tremely low interest rate, well below the ar-
rangement minimum. But, in so doing, the
Bank will necessarily lose a lot of money.
Unless Congress appropriates the funds to
cover those losses, they will eat into the
Bank’s capital base, depleting it to the
point where the Bank would become insol-
vent and have to seek an appropriation of
new capital from the Congress. The appro-
priation of funds specifically to cover the
losses Exim would otherwise suffer by
granting tied aid credit was the keystone of
my 1983 proposal, and was strenuously re-
sisted by the administration at that time.
Today it is the keystone of their new war
chest proposal. I welcome their belated
conversion, and only wish we had not lost 2
years in a stalemate on this issue.

Hearings in my subcommittee have re-
vealed a fairly wide and bipartisan senti-
ment to act on some kind of tied aid credit
war chest. Despite an emerging consensus
on the overall objective, however, some dis-
agreement remains on the structure and
details.

The administration proposes lodging the
war chest in the Department of the Treas-
ury, under the sole control and discretion
of the Secretary. And it proposes abolish-
ing the existing language we adopted in
1983. Repealing that language would wipe
out the mixed credits program created
within AID. The administration’s bill would
dedicate the war chest to an aggressive,
even predatory attack of our own on the
export markets, actual and potential, of
those countries that abuse tied aid credits
for commercial purposes and block negoti-
ations to eliminate those abuses. Clearly,
its war chest would not be an all-purpose
fund for the relief of any U.S. exporter
facing tied aid credit corporation. It would
be highly targeted and selective. Its impact
on negotiations would be the sole criterion
for its use. And it would expire after 2
years.

The legislation I introduce today would
have substantially the same purpose as the
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administration’s bill, but is structured
somewhat differently. It would not touch
the existing tied aid credits language, em-
bedded in the Trade and Development En-
hancement Act of 1983. It would, thus,
leave the AID program in place, able to
make whatever contribution it can, given
the budget resources Congress makes avail-
able through AID appropriations.

My bill would lodge the fund in the Ex-
imbank, under the control of the Bank's
Board, not the Secretary of the Treasury.
Treasury’s persistent opposition to mixed
credits, prior to its recent about-face, has
undercut its credibility on this issue. De-
spite its belated conversion, many do not
believe it will really use a mixed credits
war chest very aggressively. Moreover, it
does not have any direct and actual experi-
ence with financing exports, just a broad
policy-setting role with respect to interna-
tional negotiations on export credit issues.
Thus, it seems most appropriate to entrust
the agency that actually finances exports
with the administration of this fund, sub-
ject to consultations with the Treasury De-
partment to ensure it is used in harmony
with our negotiating objectives.

I agree with the main policy criteria
spelled out in the administration’s war
chest proposal. It should be used primarily
to promote our negotiating objectives,
which means it should be used aggressively
but selectively, targeted against those coun-
tries that most egregiously tied aid credit
for commercial purposes or that block
progress in negotiating greater discipline
over mixed credits. This primary, aggres-
sive purpose can and should encompass the
initiating of tied aid credit offers in mar-
kets where they can undercut, in the most
painful and damaging fashion, the exports
of countries we intend to target, France
being foremost among them. My bill retains
that purpose as the primary objective of
the Competitive Tied Aid Fund. But I think
it is also appropriate to set out a second-
ary, more defensive purpose. This fund
should be available to match any tied aid
credit competition American exporters
face, provided that matching does not, in
the opinion of the Board, detract from its
primary, aggressive use.

Finally, my bill would effectively termi-
nate this war chest only upon a Presiden-
tial declaration that our negotiating objec-
tives have been achieved.

I ask that a section-by-section analysis of
the competitive tied aid fund bill be printed
in the RECORD.

Section 1. Title of the bill—"Competitive
Tied Aid Pund Bill".

Section 2. (a) General findings concerning
the use and adverse impact of tied and par-
tially untied aid credits offered by other
countries. Finds that the establishment of a
Competitive Tied Aid Fund will facilitate
negotiations to eliminate the exploitation of
tied aid credit for commercial purposes and
protect American exporters facing such
unfair and predacious competition.

(b) The Competitive Tied Aid Fund will be
established in the Export-Import Bank. It
will be used to make grants to supplement
conventional export credit. The primary
purpose of this Fund will be offensive and
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targeted against countries that abuse tied
aid credits for commercial purposes or block
negotiations to eliminate such abuse. EXIM
will consult with the Secretary of Treasury
in determining when, where, and how to uti-
lize this offensive weapon. The secondary
purpose of this Fund will be defensive and
matching, to protect American exporters
competing against any foreign aid credits.
EXIM may use the Fund for this secondary
purpose as long as this use does not signifi-
cantly impair its use for its primary pur-

pose.

(c) Definition of tied or partially untied
aid credit as official export credit with a
positive grant element which is tied to the
procurement of goods in the donor country,
in the case of tied aid credit, or to the pro-
curement of goods from a restricted number
of countries, in the case of partially untied
aid credit.

(d) Authorizes appropriations of $300 mil-
lion for the Competitive Tied Aid Fund,
without fiscal year limitation, and provides
that funds so appropriated will not be avail-
able for expenditure if the President de-
clares they are no longer needed to achieve
the primary purpose of the Fund.

Section 3. Includes loans supplemented by
grants from the Competitive Tied Aid Fund
among the categories of loans for which the
Eximbank must issue a report to the Con-
gress prior to final approval,

BAD OLD BILLS—BOB'S

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELaY] is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, before I
was elected to Congress, I served for 6
years in the Texas Legislature. During
that time, I saw a number of bills
come down the pike. And in the Texas
Legislature we had an expression for
some of those bills. We called them
BOB’'S—that stood for Bad Old Bills.
House Resolution 1616, the Labor
Management Notification and Consul-
tation Act of 1985 is the biggest BOB
I've ever seen.

Let me hit the highlights of the bill.

Passage of H.R. 1616 or any other
similar legislation would severely
hamper any American business with
50 or more employees. The language
in this bill will jeopardize job stability
in this country by unduly restricting
business’ ability to compete. It is not
merely a “simple notice bill” as its pro-
ponents claim. Rather, it is a series of
complex restraints on business which
can block plant closings or layoffs al-
together. Restrictions contained in
H.R. 1616 would paralyze an employ-
er’'s ability to make the kinds of deci-
sions necessary to compete in the mar-
ketplace. The most ironic aspect of
this legislation is that if it passes and
business cannot compete, then securi-
ty, which is supposedly the central
goal of this legislation, will cease to be
a problem because there won’t be any
jobs left to secure. As the owner of a
small pest control company, I can't
imagine living under the provisions of
this bill. Can you imagine having to
ask permission from the Federal Gov-
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ernment before you can layoff employ-
ees or close an unprofitable plant? If
that isn't socialism, I don't know what
is. This is not a bill we can afford to
compromise on. No amount of negoti-
ating with the supporters of this bill
can change the fact that it represents
the beginning of a socioindustrial
policy. It must be killed.

Plant closings are not a new phe-
nomenon. Because of economic condi-
tions facing the Nation in the early
1980’s, conditions which for the most
part were beyond the control of man-
agement or labor, the problem of
plant closings took on greater signifi-
cance than in the past. As markets and
consumer preferences shifted, and as
world competition intensified, compa-
nies and sometimes entire industries
have had to adapt to the new circum-
stances in which they found them-
selves. The response to the changing
realities of the marketplace necessari-
ly resulted in revised corporate strate-
gies and, in some cases, disinvestment
in outmoded and/or uncompetitive fa-
cilities and industries. Even though
the economic and job outlook is con-
siderably better today than it was in
1980, the readjustment process contin-
ues as American industry fights for its
place in world markets with productiv-
ity and product quality improvements.

The closing of a plant is an event
which no one takes lightly. American
industry is well aware of the hardships
that plant closings can cause, not only
for employees, but for managers and
supervisors as well, and also for the
communities in which such plants are
located. In most situations a plant is
closed only after many months or even
years of uneconomical operation.
Often its machinery, or even its prod-
uct, is outmoded. Frequently, a plant
is closed because of the need to consol-
idate operations, because a new source
of raw materials becomes available
elsewhere, or because of a geographi-
cal shift among its customers. Normal-
ly, the decision to close is based on a
variety of factors rather than one or
two. It is rare that the decision is
simple, and it is never taken lightly.

Nevertheless, plant closings are a
fact of life, and we are kidding our-
selves if we think that they can be
eliminated by the passage of legisla-
tion. Certainly it is constructive to ex-
amine the causes of plant closings and
to consider ways to diminish the per-
sonal and community hardships which
plant closings can cause. However,
each plant closing situation tends to
be unique and there is no single
remedy which could possibly avoid
plant closings altogether. The solution
for plant closings never can be to
simply forbid them or to make closing
so impractical and onerous that com-
pany decision makers will opt artifical-
ly to perpetuate unprofitable business-
es or operations. Such solutions can
only lead to further uncompetitiveness
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and loss of vitality which, in the long
run, will precipitate even larger scale
business failures.

In view of these general consider-
ations—the facts of economic life—I
am opposed to H.R. 1616. A review of
its provisions convinces me that, de-
spite its title, H.R. 1616 is not merely a
“notification and consultation” bill at
all. Rather, the bill is designed to
interfere with and obstruct, not only
plant closings, but a host of other
operational changes as well. It is a bill
which will discourage plant closings
and other operational changes by
making them so risky and time con-
suming that managers will opt to
forgo them in favor of the business-as-
usual approach to noncompetitive
management. The bill’s short sighted
provisions put a premium on tempo-
rary job security at the expense of
long-term economic viability, the
latter being the only sure way to pro-
mote true economic stability and job
security for workers.

By its terms, H.R. 1616 applies to
“any business enterprise that employs
50 or more employees,” which includes
private sector employers including
railroads and airlines and, presumably,
State and local governments, and even
the Federal Government itself, at
least when they are engaged in “any
business enterprise.”

The bill applies to any “plant closing
or permanent layoff,” which includes
“any change of operations’ at any site
that “may reasonably be expected to
result, during the succeeding 12
months, in an employment loss for 50
or more employees at that site.” Thus,
it is obvious that the bill’s restrictions
go well beyond “plant closings” and
apply as well to a host of other
“change(s) of operations,” including
work relocation, subcontracting, con-
solidation of operations, discontinu-
ance of outmoded or unprofitable
product lines, and the replacement of
antiquated machinery with equipment
which is more modern and efficient.
Even the sale of a facility to a new
plant operator with no net loss of jobs
could be considered as a covered
‘“‘change of operations” if employees
were viewed as technically terminating
their employment with the seller. In
such a case, the bill’s provisions would
be applicable unless a seller could
divine the intentions of potential pur-
chasers and assure that employment
losses could not “reasonably be expect-
ed.”

No such “change of operations”
could be implemented without 90 days’
notice to a union representing affected
employees, or to each affected employ-
ee if there is no union, and to the Fed-
eral Mediation and Conciliation Serv-
ice. In fact and reality, substantially
more is required. During the 90-day
waiting period an employer must be
able to show that he has “consulted in
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good faith” with the union, and such
consultation must be “for the purpose
of agreeing to a mutually satisfactory
alternative to or modification of such
proposal.” One wonders how an em-
ployer ever could demonstrate the req-
uisite open-mindedness to alternatives
when faced with the loss of a vital seg-
ment of his factory by fire or the loss
of his most important customer or
supplier.

The employer would fail in his statu-
tory obligation to consult in good faith
unless he is available to consult on al-
ternatives right up until the final day
of the notice period. Presumably this
is so whether or not there is in fact
any realistic alternative to the course
proposed by the employer.

During the notice period, an employ-
er does not consult in good faith
unless he provides the union with “rel-
evant information” for the union to
evaluate the employer’'s ‘“proposal” or
“any alternatives or modifications”
suggested by the union—no matter
how reasonable or unreasonable as the
case may be. Even alternatives not
suggested by the union may be subject
to this information requirement, so
the employer may have a duty to do
the union’s thinking for it.

It is the job of the Federal Media-
tion and Conciliation Service to deter-
mine whether an employer “has failed
to consult in good faith” during the
notice period. This role as enforcer is
one which is totally foreign to the
FMCS, one which it is totally une-
quipped to handle, and, more over, one
which is inconsistent with its tradi-
tional mediation role. The FMCS
would need an entirely new enforce-
ment staff of investigators, lawyers
and, presumably, administrative-law
judges to perform this new responsibil-
ity. At the moment, the FMCS has
two lawyers and no employees in
either of the other two groups. Its
jealously guarded impartial mediation
role would be jeopardized by any new
enforcement function. The effect
would be much like having National
Labor Relations Board investigators at
the bargaining table.

In any event, and with little legisla-
tive guidance or any defined proce-
dures, the FMCS would be left with
deciding whether an employer had
complied with his good faith consulta-
tion obligation. If not, the 90-day wait-
ing period is extended by the FMCS
and such extensions are “renewable.”
Ostensibly, the 90-day notice period
could be shortened by the FMCS, but
only if it determines that “unavoid-
able business circumstances” require
shortening. In such a case, the FMCS
will specify “the date the employer is
permitted” to make the change as pro-
posed.

As anyone can see, HR. 1616 is far
from a mere “notice and consultation”
bill. Through consultation require-
ments which lend themselves to tacti-
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cal maneuvering and gamesmanship
and government involvement in the
consultation process, a vast array of
business decisions will be postponed
well beyond any 90-day notice period.
Without doubt, the bill’s cumbersome
and indefinite consultation require-
ments will introduce substantial un-
certainties and delays into the deci-
sionmaking process.

Moreover, the notice and consulta-
tion requirements of H.R. 1616 are far
from benign. Substantial financial
risks and penalties are introduced into
the decisionmaking equation. If after
a closing or other operational change
is implemented, it is later determined
that the bill's requirements were vio-
lated, the employer is liable “to each
employee who suffers” through civil
suits brought by individuals and
unions for compensatory and punitive
damages, attorneys’ fees, and costs.
The mere threat of such lawsuits
would go far to persuade management
to forgo needed changes in order to
avoid risking penalties and the sub-
stantial costs required to defend man-
agement decisions.

In addition to damage awards, court-
imposed injunctions pose a realistic
threat to the implementation of
changes of operations. The Secretary
of Labor is empowered by section 6 of
the bill to seek Federal court injunc-
tions against changes of operations if
the Secretary has “reasonable cause to
believe” that the bill's requirements
have been violated. Such determina-
tions by the Secretary, theretofore un-
involved in the consultation process,
are to be made within 10 days—a total-
ly unrealistic timeframe for the inves-
tigation of such complex matters.

The net effect of the bill'’s require-
ments, procedures, and penalties inevi-
tably will be greater Government and
union involvement in business deci-
sionmaking. The risks and uncertain-
ties introduced for business planners
by this bill will discourage or postpone
changes needed to ensure the long-
range vitality of businesses.

A variety of other studies on plant
closings are being completed. As Mem-
bers are not doubt aware, the General
Accounting Office is conducting a
plant closing study. During the spring
of 1986, GAO plans to testify before
Congress on plant closings that oc-
curred between 1980 and 1984, as well
as layoffs, relocations, and the types
of assistance provided workers in af-
fected plants. The Bureau of Labor
Statistics has contracted with eight
States to identify establishments in-
volved in large-scale layoffs and to
track the subsequent work experience
of affected workers. This BLS study
should be completed by the end of this
year. The eight-State BLS study
should be completed by the end of the
year and the other 42 States' survey
will be completed in several years.
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Because of the plant ciosing studies
already completed or currently in
progress, I believe that there is little
to be gained at this time by the cre-
ation of a National Commission on
Plant Closings and Worker Disloca-
tion, as provided in H.R. 1616. As pro-
posed, this Commission carries with it
a good deal of administrative baggage
which could best be avoided in the in-
terests of economy. It is difficult to see
how the Commission’'s broad charter
and inevitably political character are
likely to produce any meaningful prod-
uct during its suggested 1-year life. I
would suggest that it would be better
and more economical to consider mate-
rials already available and to await the
results of studies already in progress.

In summary, I am opposed to H.R.
1616 because I believe that the bill will
interfere in a harmful way with impor-
tant business judgments. Changes of
operations not limited to plant clos-
ings inevitably will become bogged
down in required consultations and
Government enforcement proceedings.
The bill’s notice and consulation pro-
cedures are a Trojan horse for manag-
ers faced with the difficult decision to
close a plant or make fundamental
operational changes. From a bill
which at first glance may appear
merely to provide for notice and con-
sultation, springs a host of procedures
and potential liabilities which have
the net effect of delaying fundamental
operational changes or making them
so onerous and unattractive that they
will not be pursued.

The end result is a reduction in man-
agement's flexibility to manage and
failure to promote the efficiency and
economy required if American indus-
try is to compete successfully in do-
mestic and foreign markets. In the
long run H.R. 1616 would do more to
promote plant closings than to prevent
them, for its effects clearly are anti-
competitive. The bill's complicated re-
strictions would discourage capital in-
vestment in this country and favor the
exportation of jobs and investment to
foreign countries where such restric-
tions do not exist.

American industry understands the
impact its operational decisions have
upon workers and communities alike. I
believe that in the vast majority of
plant closings, management has acted
responsibly toward its employees and
host communities. Such obligations,
however, must be balanced against the
obligations management has to its
owners and shareholders, and its duty
to promote the wise use of resources
and the economic viability of the busi-
ness. This viability, not the restric-
tions placed on business by H.R. 1616,
is the most effective means of ensur-
ing a sound national economy and last-
ing job security for workers and man-
agers.
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Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAY. I will be glad to yield to
the great economist, the gentleman
from Texas, doctor, Congressman
ARMEY.

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I have been listening with
some interest. I have been aware of
this bill and I appreciate the way the
gentleman presented this bill. I
wonder the extent to which the Amer-
ican people understand, and I would
like to see if I have got this right.

According to the scenario the gentle-
man pointed out, if we pass this bill,
and a plant, an industry, or a firm
runs into hard times, sales drop off, or
indeed even there becomes an obsoles-
cence of their product, that in order
for that firm to shut down an obsolete
plant, producing a produce for which
there may no longer be sales, they
must have the permission of the Fed-
eral Government.

Mr. DELAY. They must have the
permission of the Federal Govern-
ment, as you very aptly point out.

And I might say in Europe right
now, especially in France, this system
is in effect, and it is seriously hamper-
ing France’s ability to create jobs, be-
cause if you own a plant and these re-
strictions are in place, then you
cannot, you will not make the decision
to go into France to build a plant. You
will go somewhere where these restric-
tions are not.

Mr. ARMEY. I think this is a very

important point. The gentleman is a
businessman, and obviously you know
we do not save, we do not save our

money and accumulate resources,
borrow and assume risks to make in-
vestments for the fun of it. We do so
because we seek some earnings on our
investment.

It seems to me the obvious and natu-
ral thing for any well-informed, intelli-
gent entrepreneur to do, if such a law
were to be passed, is not make the in-
vestment in the first place since the
risks obviously everybody understands.
The best thing to do, once you find an
investment has been proven to be a
bad investment, is to get out of it.

Mr. DELAY. That is exactly right.

Mr. ARMEY. And to back out, but
now your escape route would be
blocked, not only by the employees or
the union, but by the Government as
well, or a combination of these forces
with, indeed, even the danger of crimi-
nal penalties or other suits.

Why in the world would any intelli-
gent, rational businessman invest
under those circumstances in any
plant whatsoever? I think if I were a
French businessman today, I might be
seeking some other investment in
which to make my investments.

Mr. DELAY. I might also clarify that
this could not only just be plants, as
we think of huge factories, but we are
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talking about any business that has 50
or more employees. That could apply
to a supermarket moving across town.

Do you really believe that that su-
permarket which finds an uneconomic
situation in one part of the town and
wants to move their market over to
the other part of town would want to
go through that situation? It would
cost jobs and it may even shut the op-
eration down altogether; therefore,
not even having the capability of
moving those groups from that one
closed-down supermarket across town
to another supermarket.

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will
yield for one final point, I think that
at least two of us have been studying
this bill and considered its potential
impact, and could easily come to the
conclusion that this is a grossly inequi-
table, inefficient, and totally unfair
piéce of legislation to be considered
for a Nation such as ours that was
built on the basis of private initiative
and private enterprise.

Mr. DELAY. Absolutely. I cannot be-
lieve that this is coming before this
House, the House that is supposed to
stand for the free-market system. You
would think that this would come
before the British Parliament or in
France.

Mr. ARMEY. Or perhaps Yugoslavia
or Czechoslovakia. I can imagine that
there are many governing bodies that
would feel much more prepared to
deal with that kind of legislation.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAY. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

ANTIDISINVESTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding and appreciate what
he has had to say in his special order,
and appreciate the thought and effort
that has gone into that special order.

If the gentleman will allow me, I
would like for a few moments to try to
explain where I think we are in the
process here this afternoon, because 1
think it is important to begin to delin-
eate just exactly what has taken place
here as we have bounced issues back
and forth this afternoon.

A few moments ago, I objected to a
process that was designed by unani-
mous consent to bring a bill on the
floor that would have raised the debt
of this country by $17 billion. It was
called the antidisinvestment of Social
Security bill. It was, in fact, a debt in-
crease, and it was being done as a way
of escaping responsibility for what the
House had just done a few minutes
before, and that is delayed the process
of getting a real debt limit extension
passed by taking on what I regard as a
totally phoney proposal and sending
that to the other body. The hope was,
of course, that what we were going to
do was to do about three things.

First, pass the act of political sabo-
tage on the flogr attempting to sabo-
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tage the whole balanced-budget move-
ment. Second, pass a short-term debt
limit extension that allowed the Mem-
bers to catch their planes and wing
out of town. And third, put the onus
on the other body with the House ad-
journed to do something about the
whole mess.
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Well, some of us feel as though this
House has some responsibility in this
whole process, and that while the act
of disinvestment of Social Security is a
major concern, the reason why we are
up against the wall is in large part be-
cause the majority has not given us a
clear vote on Gramm-Rudman, up
until now.

Still today we could not get a clear
vote on the central issue that is facing
the country. The fact is that we have
until midnight tonight; there could be
work done in the Senate; my guess is
that if in fact we would pass the rule
which is about to be brought to the
floor to try once again to bring the $17
billion debt increase to the floor, if we
pass that rule we will move hurriedly,
then, toward an adjournment of the
House.

Once again what that means is that
we will leave town, having left the
whole matter up in the air. The
chances are that we could have a situ-
ation where the Senate would not
agree to the bill that we are about to
bring out here, but the House would
not be in town all weekend long to do
anything about that matter.

I think that what we are seeing here
is a series of votes set up in a way to
try to tell senior citizens that, “We're
concerned about you,” but in reality is
an act designed to simply throw the
blame somewhere else rather than as-
suming the blame on their own.

That is the reason for the objection.
I still object to the process that is
being run around here that denies
clear votes on central issues, and then
tries to deflect blame with other issues
being brought to the floor under
hurry-up procedures.

We have a rule that is coming to the
floor here that was literally written in
minutes in the House Rules Commit-
tee and brought to the floor for con-
sideration. The same people will bring
this rule here that a few days ago were
telling us about how terrible it was
that Gramm-Rudman had only been
looked at for 2 weeks. They are now
going to bring a bill to the floor and
ask us to accept it that has little more
than about 20 minutes of consider-
ation.

So I would suggest that if the Mem-
bers really want to do something
toward two things: Protecting Social
Security and moving us toward a bal-
anced budget, that what you may
want to consider doing is voting
against this rule, denying it the two-
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thirds vote, and assuring that the
House will be in session to try to act
on something before we all clear out
of town and leave the whole concept
of the balanced budget behind us.

I think that the American people are
awaiting a vote by this Congress now
on the issue of a balanced budget, and
the procedure will be very clear here; a
vote for the rule is a vote to try to get
out of town.

I want to also assure the Members
that once we get to the point of a vote
on adjournment, that there will likely
be a vote there, too, because the real
vote on disinvestment is whether or
not we vote to pick up and leave town.

If we vote to pick up and leave town,
we are voting to disinvest. If we vote
to stay, what we are voting to do is to
stay here until we get these matters
resolved and get them resolved the
right way.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DELAY], I understand
has 30 minutes remaining. Will he
yield to the House at this particular
time so we can go forward with the
matter?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. The gentleman may
take the rest of his time either now or
later.

Mr. DELAY. I would like to have just
a little bit more time on my special
order if I could, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is
recognized.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
GINGRICH].

Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, and I will not be
long, Mr. Speaker, but I do think it is
important for all the Members of this
House to understand that, as the
Speaker once said, very correctly, he
has the power of the calendar; he has
the power of recognition; in a debate
we had once upon a time on bringing
up ERA on a very short notice.

Similarly, there are circumstances
where the minority is protected; where
individual Members are protected. I
know it is often difficult for Members
on the Democratic side whose party
has now been in power in this House
for over 30 years to appreciate that
when you set up the rules and you set
up the committee ratios and you set
up the calendar and you decide the
rules of the game, that you cannot
then turn and complain because we
use the rules to protect ourselves.

Now let us look for a minute from
our standpoint of what has happened
today. I think the Democratic amend-
ment today was a very clever devise. It
did three things: It moved the date up
so radically that it was almost impossi-
ble to implement; it took care of cer-
tain political allies so they would be
happy; and it set up a self-destructive
mechanism so that 133 of the 134 lib-
erals who voted against agreeing with
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the other body, could nonetheless vote
for the Democratic amendment, know-
ing that the way it is worded it will
never, it could never go into law.

It is a very nice piece of work; a
clever smokescreen.

You made one point which I simply
want to demolish for a minute, and
that is the whole question of whether
or not setting the date for a fiscal year
is a reelection effort. I say it this way:
To change the spending patterns of
the American Government even under
Gramm-Rudman-Mack as originally
designed requires that the President in
January of the coming year, before
the election, has to submit a budget
that is more draconian than any
budget in modern times.

It requires that the House and the
Senate next year, before the election,
has to pass a budget which is more
draconian than any budget passed in
modern times. It ensures that every in-
terest group in America will know,
before the election, what the conse-
quences are.

Any argument that says “Oh, let’s
do it in '86” is in fact an argument by
people who do not want to do it all.

Our position is very simple—let me
say one last thing about Social Securi-
ty. Your party sends out letters at-
tacking us when we vote against Social
Security and your party sends out let-
ters attacking us when we vote for
Social Security. You have found one
of a handful of gimmicks that you
think are useful and that you cling to
in the age of Reagan as a straw to save
you from the flood.

We are confident that no matter
how we vote this afternoon on Social
Security, your part will attack us.

The truth is, if you want to make
sure we do not disinvest, you can do it
simply: You could agree, as a Speaker
who clearly has the power of schedul-
ing could do, to bring up Gramm-
Rudman for a straight up-or-down
vote now. You could agree to stay in
session today, to pass the debt limit. I
have a feeling it will come back from
the Senate, the other body, with
Gramm-Rudman attached to it, and
you could agree right now not to ad-
journ until it has come back and we
passed it.

There are many ways we could get
clear votes today. The only way we on
our side can make the legitimate point
as a minority that we object to the
way you run this place, we object to
the rules you rig, we object to the way
you set it up, is to once again use le-
gitimately the rules of this body which
require a two-thirds vote to bring up
on the same day a rule that comes out.

I hope we defeat the rule; I hope you
will agree to stay in session; but if you
decide to go home, I can assure you we
will do everything we can to make sure
that the vote to adjourn today, to
have a nice weekend, becomes the vote
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to desert senior citizens and not do
your job.

I thank the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DELAY].

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman,
and I return the balance of my time,
Mr. Speaker.

PREVENTING THE DISINVEST-
MENT OF THE SOCIAL SECURI-
TY TRUST FUNDS AND OTHER
TRUST FUNDS

Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee
on Rules, reported the following privi-
leged resolution (H. Res. 306, Rept.
No. 99-353), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

H. REs. 306

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider
the bill (H.R. 3669) to prevent the disinvest-
ment of the Social Security Trust Funds
and other trust funds, in the House, debate
on the bill shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, and the previous guestion shall be
considered as ordered on the bill to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 306 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will
report the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution.

The SPEAKER. The question is,
Will the House now consider House
Resolution 306?

The question was taken.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that
a quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 343, nays
71, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 387]

YEAS—343

Bilirakis

Boehlert
Boggs

Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boulter
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Broyhill
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)

Ackerman
Akaka
Alexander
A

Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes
Bateman
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Bentley
Berman
Bevill
Bilagel

Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin
Coyne
Daniel
Darden
Daschle
Davis

de la Garza

Bustamante
Byron
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Dellums Lantos
Derrick Latta
DeWine Leach (IA)
Dickinson Leath (TX)
Dicks Lehman (CA)
Dingell Lehman (FL)
Dixon Leland
Donnelly Lent
Dorgan (ND) Levin (MI)
Dowdy Levine (CA)
Downey Lewis (FL)
Duncan Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd

Long

Lott

Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
MacKay
Madigan
Manton
Markey
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsuf
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
McDade
McGrath
McHugh
McEernan
McKinney
Meyers

Durbin

Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan

Moody
Moore
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers

t Natch
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O’'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Olin

¥

Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kleczka
Kolter
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Rowland (CT)

Rowland (GA)

Roybal
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Saxton
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schuette
Schulze

NAYS-T7

Fiedler Moorhead
Nielson
Oxley
Packard
Porter
Ritter
Roth
Rudd
Schaefer
Shumway
Siljander
Slaughter

Seiberling

Sensenbrenner

Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Shuster
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (1A)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
Snyder

Taylor
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
‘Whitley
Whittaker
‘Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wirth

Wise

Wolf

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
‘Wyden
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)

Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Thomas (CA)
Vucanovich
Walker
Weber
Zschau

Lowery (CA)
Lungren
Mack
McCain
McCandless
McMillan
Miller (WA)
Monson
NOT VOTING—14

Hansen Marlenee
Hatcher McEwen
Heftel Neal

Holt Whitehurst
Lundine
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Mr. GOODLING, Mrs. MARTIN of
Illinois, and 2MMessrs. HAMMER-
SCHMIDT, LUJAN, SAXTON, and
PARRIS changed their votes from
“nay” to “yea.”

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the House agreed to consider
House Resolution 3086.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr., Speaker, I yield
30 minutes, for the purposes of debate
only, to the able gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. LaTtTAl, and pending that, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 306
provides for the consideration of H.R.
3669 in the House., The 1 hour of
debate is to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means. The rule also
provides one motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3669 provides for
a temporary increase in the public
debt limit of $17 billion, which will
allow the Government to function
through November 6, 1985. This exten-
sion is required to provide the Treas-
ury Department with the necessary
funds so that there would be no fur-
ther disinvestment of surplus of the
Social Security and other trust funds,
which has already occurred.

As my colleagues are aware, the
House and the other body are current-
ly in disagreement over the legislation
permanently extending the debt ceil-
ing. The Secretary of the Treasury
has announced that without the ex-
tension of the debt ceiling we would be
forced to disinvest the surpluses of
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Social Security and other trust funds,
which means that money that would
be otherwise be bearing interest in
those trust funds will not be bearing
interest unless this provision is carried
out.

This month’s Social Security checks
have been already issued. But without
this extension, those checks cannot be
honored.

H.R. 3669 would permit the Treas-
ury to borrow $17 billion, as I said, ne-
gating the possibility of a further in-
vasion of the trust fund. This short-
tem extension will allow the two
bodies to come to some resolution of
the issues that have delayed the pas-
sage of the permanent debt ceiling ex-
tension.

Mr. Speaker, I add only that thisisa
very critical matter. If we ever allow
invasion o the trust funds, with their
sacred character and their meaningful
significance, we would jeopardize the
heritage of millions and millions of
needy people of this country.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. The gentle-
man has postulated a premise whereby
in order to avoid disinvesting the
Social Security Trust Fund we must
adopt this.

There is another alternative, is there
not, really? Is not the alternative that
we should pursue that which would
give us a vote on Gramm-Rudman up
or down and we would thereby raise
the debt limit and avoid the necessity
of this temporary step? Is that not the
alternative?

Mr. PEPPER. All of us would like an
immediate solution to this whole prob-
lem. But we rather have to proceed
step by step. We have made a lot of
progress in the conference that has
been held for the last few days. I think
there has been commendable dedica-
tion on the part of the Representa-
tives of the House and the other body.
I know the House task forces have
worked hard and have produced a
Democratic alternative that we can
support with pride and I believe we
will. This is a temporary extension to
the debt ceiling to protect the Trust
Funds during the interval until No-
vember 6.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. JoNEs], who
is very much aware of this subject.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma, Mr.
Speaker, what we are dealing with is a
political issue on what mechanism will
be used to go to a balanced budget by
1990 or 1991. All the chairman is
asking in this rule is that we not hold
hostage the senior citizens of America
while we are trying to iron out our dif-
ferences.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentle-
man.
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Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a simple case of
“the checks are in the mail.” The
question is whether or not they are
going to be honored.

This rule is a very simple rule. You
do not have to be an Einstein to un-
derstand it. It makes in order a bill
that the gentleman from Illinois tried
to get on the floor by unanimous con-
sent that would extend until Novem-
ber 6, that is next Wednesday, the
debt ceiling that we now have but, in
the interim, would permit the increase
of $17 billion so that we do not have to
dip into those securities in the Social
Security Trust Fund.

As I asked the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee when we were
before the rules about this question
that seems to have eluded a lot of
people, that those securities that are
now in the trust fund that would have
to taken out are long-term securities
that are in at a higher rate of interest
than the securities that would replace
them. That would be a tremendous
loss to the Social Security Trust Fund.

So this matter has to be considered,
in addition to the fact of whether or
not those checks are in the mail are
going to be honored.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to make
the point that we are not only holding
Social Security trust funds hostage
but we are also holding the civil serv-
ice retirement trust fund, the military
retirement trust fund, the railroad re-
tirement trust fund, the Federal sup-
plemental trust fund, and others, hos-
tage.

So I hope we adopt the rule and not
penalize really literally all of the el-
derly and disabled in this country.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MICHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, first of all, let me make
several observations, because earlier in
the afternoon the Speaker said there
had been an agreement, and what he
was talking about was the meeting
that we had had in the company of
the majority leader and several Mem-
bers on our side and the majority side,
trying earlier to lay out the scenario
that might be played out this week-
end. It is true, the gentleman from Illi-
nois did agree and say that if we got to
that juncture, it would be my judg-
ment, taking all things into account,
we would probably have to do this.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
was perfectly within his rights to
object, feeling strongly as he does
about this issue and the way it plays.

Now, if I might further make an ob-
servation. I do not guestion the mo-
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tives of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania but just the end result. Yes, by
midnight tonight, it would be wonder-
ful if what we have done today is, in
my judgment, rejected by the other
body, but coming back with an amend-
ment from the other body. But we
have no assurance that that can be
done by midnight.

I think we would be very offended in
this body if all the changes that we
made, with all those task forces and
all the rest, to so-called Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings—we made a number
of significant changes to that—and
then in what we had proposed to offer
later, if given the opportunity, makes
additional changes that I think, frank-
ly, are going to be agreed to by a good
many on the other side of the aisle.
That is why I personally refrained
from engaging in the debate earlier on
today, because eventually we have got
to come together to do something.

So my whole objective here was one
of at least giving consideration to the
other body having their full opportu-
nity to debate that issue, and knowing
that body for the way it does talk end-
lessly from time to time, that it
seemed a bit inconceivable that we
could conclude this thing by midnight
tonight, in which case then you get
the disinvestment automatically of
Social Security unless we had done
something by way of this action.

So I have no problem personally
with the measure that is before us, be-
cause eventually we are going to have
to raise the debt ceiling.

Now, admittedly, on both sides of
the aisle there are folks who have
never voted for increasing the debt
ceiling. I appreciate that, and I respect
them for their views. But eventually a
majority of this House is going to have
to do that or you all know what the
consequences are.

So, personally, I just wanted the
Members to know the scenario that
was played out earlier and we are at
this juncture and I think we will work
our will, hopefully.

One other thing. If the other body
were to immediately discard what we
have sent them and come back with an
amendment that essentially embraces
what we were taking about here and
that were to pass the other body, as it
could very well be because the earlier
one was passed by 75 to 24, if we were
still in session at that time I could
have a preferential motion to concur
with the Senate amendment at that
juncture, and that would be our vote
on what you Members would like to
have a vote on. It takes preference
over going to conference. And if that
were defeated, of course, we would
then go back into conference. I do not
know what and where, but we would
have to move again toward some kind
of an agreement. But eventually what
we are all aiming for here is coming to
some kind of an agreement. I think in
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the absence of being able to do that,
because we know not what the other
body is going to do, at least for an-
other couple of hours, until we get
some sense of feel, I am certainly
going to support the measure that is
before us.
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Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. FRENZEL].

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I do
not disagree with what the distin-
guished minority leader said, except
that I do not think that he said it as
completely as it probably ought to be
represented. That is, of course, that
we have already voted to disinvest the
Social Security funds when we passed
the Rostenkowski amendment which
we know will not be accepted by the
other body. And we know we are going
to get something back sooner or later,
and the chances are extremely good
that after we pass this debt ceiling ex-
tension and all pat ourselves on the
backs for saving these wonderful trust
funds, that that is not going to be ac-
cepted by the other body too.

The blunt fact is that the House
flunked its challenge when it refused
to respond to Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings in a decent way and in a sensible
way when it accepted the Rostenkow-
ski amendment. That is where we
made our mistake.

If the Speaker sends us home after
passing this bill, and disinvestment
continues, everybody will know of
course where the responsibility lies. It
is quite clear, in my judgment, we can
pass this bill, but do not think you
have passed any responsibility on.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DANNEMEYERI].

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
do not think there is a Member in this
body who does not understand the po-
litical game that is going on. We want
a vote on Gramm-Rudman; that is our
request. On the merits, up or down.

The games that are being played are
to prevent our side from getting that
vote, because the suspicion is on the
part of some Members in the body
that if this body gets a chance to vote
up or down on Gramm-Rudman, it
might pass. When it passes, what hap-
pens? The foundation is laid for rais-
ing the debt limit. And what happens
then? We avoid the necessity of disin-
vesting the Social Security trust
funds. All of those checks that were
alluded to by my colleague just a short
time ago will be honored when they
are presented to the bank.

All we want is a vote up or down on
Gramm-Rudman, Mr. Speaker. You
have it in your unilateral power to
give us that vote any time the spirit
moves you. I would hope that the
spirit is working.
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Mr. Speaker, if the smile on your
face is a manifestation of the move-
ment of the Speaker, I can only hope
that it speaks truthfully, Mr. Speaker.
Because you know we all want this
vote.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman does
not understand the rules of the House.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I understand
the rules, Mr. Speaker; I just do not
understand the politics.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DANNEMEYER. 1 yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. FRANK. I just want to ask the
gentleman from California, first I
want to thank the Members on the
other side for letting the rest of us sit
in on this Republican Caucus, because
that seems to be where all the dis-
agreement is.

Second, I would like to ask the gen-
tleman from California, why, when
the minority had it within their con-
trol to frame an instruction motion to
the conferees after Gramm-Rudman
first passed the Senate, they did not
do that? They are now clamoring for a
vote. The minority had it within its
power to offer an instruction, and
could have instructed on Gramm-
Rudman, and they decided not to.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Would you like
the answer? I may be dense but I am
not dumb; you do not have to repeat it
again.

Mr. FRANK. I hope the gentleman
is not asking me that.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I will tell you
what, if we had framed it in the
manner the gentleman has described,
we all know that that vote was not
binding on the conferees. Under the
rules that exist in this place, the con-
ferees could have done anything they
wanted to. It would have given a vote
on Gramm-Rudman that would not
have accountability to it, because it
would not have meant anything. We
want to vote on Gramm-Rudman
where it means something; where it
has the debt limit attached to it.
Where it has only one significance,
where Members are put on record of
bringing runaway spending under con-
trol in this country, and that is the
issue, Mr. Speaker.

For myself and my California voters,
I am prepared to stay here for the rest
of the year; I get paid by the year.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PIcKLE].

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I hope
that we can get a vote on the matter
pending before the body at this time. I
would remind the House that in 1983
when we passed the Social Security
bill, the administration agreed to the
procedure of advanced tax transfer.
That was understood and it was made
a part of the bill.

Now the administration is taking
that away. They are violating that
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agreement. They are cashing in the
long-term bonds against our reserves
as well as using FICA taxes to pay im-
mediate bills. Now, that is wrong.
Whatever happens with respect to a
vote on the so-called Gramm-Rudman
or the alternative may have not hap-
pened a little bit later. There is noth-
ing wrong with us pushing a vote now
on this to tell the American people we
are not going to let you violate our
trust funds.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Flori-
da [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I did not anticipate
speaking on this and I hope that we
can proceed to vote immediately.

The gentleman from California
raised an interesting point which has
been expressed over and over and not
rebutted and I think the American
people need to know that this House,
at least the Democrats in this House,
will not allow a far-reaching, far-rang-
ing, possibly permanent destructive
bill like Gramm-Rudman to be
brought to the floor without any
debate whatsoever.

Without hearings, without anybody
being able to look at it, without any-
body being able to review it, without
any committees of jurisdiction having
anything to do with it. If the other
body chose to do that, that is to their
discredit. Not fo the discredit of this
House. I believe it is the appropriate-
ness of what we are doing here. Giving
more time for any of those proposals
to be reviewed to see whether they are
valid and legitimate that serves the
best interests of the American people.
That is what this House is doing right
now.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 30 sec-
onds so I can ask myself this question:
Where were the hearings held on the
Democrat proposal that we worked on
today? I do not even know where the
bill was. The gentleman from Florida
who just spoke apparently knows more
about it than I do.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. CRANE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I think in the interest
of allaying apprehensions that may
have been generated by a C-SPAN
coverage of this exchange, that the
point ought to be stressed that no
senior is going to have to worry about
not getting his Social Security check.

Now, will everyone concede that
point? Whether we disinvest or do not
disinvest, those seniors are going to
get their checks. The fact of the
matter is, whether we hike this debt
ceiling by our action here this after-
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noon and delay and wait until next
Wednesday night to go through this
same exercise, or whether we move it
up to November 15, which is presum-
ably the limit of the funds available in
Social Security, do not try and scare
those people into believing they are
not going to get their checks.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Gis-
BONS].

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, what
we are really talking about here is
something that I call the long-range
short-change. Now, think about it;
that is what it is.

What is happening if the Social Se-
curity trust funds are disinvested any
further than they already have been
disinvested in violation of the law? In
that the Social Security recipients in
the outyears will not have the kind of
reserves that are essential for the pay-
ment of those benefits.

Very high interest bonds are being
cashed in or will be cashed in and it is
going to come out of somebody's re-
tirement check. This is the long-range
short-change, and the legislation that
is being considered here will correct
that matter.
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Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe this
House, during the period when the
two Houses are honestly and conscien-
tiously trying to find the solution to a
critical national problem, is going to
force our Government to the extremi-
ty exhibited before the world of not
being able to pay its debts, or in the al-
ternative of having to invade its most
sacred trust fund in order to do so.

This resolution will not permit that.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 374, nays
44, not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 388]
YEAS—374

Bates
Bedell
Beil
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Blaggi
Bilirakis
Boehlert
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)

Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boulter
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brown (CA)
Broyhill
Bruce

Bryant
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Burton (CA)
Burton (IN)
Bustamante
Byron
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Carper

Carr
Chandler
Chapman
Chappell
Clay
Clinger
Cobey

Coble
Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Combest
Conte
Cooper
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne

Craig
Crockett
Daniel
Darden
Daschle
Daub

Davis

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
DeWine
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
DioGuardi
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy
Downey
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)

Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
English
Erdreich
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fawell

Gray (PA)
Green
Grotberg
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)

Hall, Ralph
Hamilton

Hammerschmidt Morrison (WA)

Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Hendon
Hertel
Hillis
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeler
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kolter
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta
Leach (IA)
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Loeffler
Long

Lott

Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
MacKay
Madigan
Manton
Markey
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCain
McCloskey
MeCollum
McCurdy
McDade
McGrath
McHugh
McKernan
McKinney
McMillan
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Monson
Montgomery
Moody
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Moore
Morrison (CT)

Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Olin
Ortiz
Owens
Panetta

Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Saxton
Schneider
Schroeder
Schuette
Schulze
Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Shuster
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz

Solomon
Spence
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stangeland
Stenholm
Stokes
Strang
Stratton
Studds
Sundquist
Sweeney

Swift
Swindall
Synar
Tallon
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine

Wilson
Wirth

Wise

Wolf

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie

Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zschau

Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
‘Waxman
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Wheat
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams

NAYS—44
Gingrich
Gregg
Hartnett
Henry
Hiler
Hunter
Hyde
Kramer
Lewis (CA)
Lowery (CA)
Lungren

Mack
McCandless
Moorhead
Nielson
Oxley
NOT VOTING—16

Hansen Neal
Hatcher Scheuer
Holt Stark
Lundine Whitehurst
Marlenee

McEwen
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Mr. COBEY changed his vote from
unay" to uyea.u

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 306,
I call up the bill, H.R. 3669, to prevent
the disinvestment of the Social Securi-
ty Trust Funds and other trust funds,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3669

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That,
during the period beginning on the date of
the enactment of this Act and ending on
November 6, 1985, the public debt limit set
forth in subsection (b) of section 3101 of
title 31, United States Code, shall be in-
creased by an amount determined by the
Secretary of the Treasury as necessary to
permit the United States to meet its obliga-
tions without disinvesting the Social Securi-
ty Trust Funds or any other trust funds es-
tablished pursuant to Federal law. No in-
crease under the preceding sentence shall
result in a public debt limit in excess of
$1,840,800,000,000.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTEN-
KowskK1] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Tennes-
see [Mr. Duncan] will be recognized
for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI].

Archer
Armey
Bartlett
Barton
Bliley
Brown (CO)
Chappie
Cheney
Coats
Crane
Dannemeyer
DeLay

Dornan (CA)
Drejer
Fiedler
Fields

Addabbo
Badham
Conyers
Edwards (OK)
Florio

Fowler
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this matter has been
discussed with the leadership on the
minority side. This temporary increase
in the public debt is necessary to pro-
tect the fiscal integrity of the Social
Security Trust Funds and other Feder-
al trust funds.

Unless this ®ongress acts today to
provide an additional $17 billion of
public debt authority, the Treasury
Department will be forced to disinvest
the surpluses of the Social Security
and other trust funds. The Treasury
has no alternative to this course of
action. This month’s Social Security
checks are in the mail. If banks are to
honor those checks and other checks
presented for payment, the Treasury
must borrow an additional $17 billion.

Without action on our part, they
will cancel $17 billion of long-term in-
terest-bearing securities held in the
Social Security and other trust funds.
That action will reduce the amount of
debt subject to limit. They will then
borrow a similar amount bringing the
total debt back up to the current limit
of $1,823.8 billion in order to cover
Social Security and other checks pre-
sented for payment next week.

The bill I have put before you will
permit the Treasury to borrow the $17
billion without having to disinvest
Social Security Trust Fund balances.
It will not permit, however, any fur-
ther roll over of existing debt beyond
Wednesday, November 6. This means
that on the seventh, we will have to
have enacted a permanent debt limit
increase or we will face the precise sit-
uation we find ourselves in today.

The future financial strength of the
Social Security System depends, in
part, upon the assumption that inter-
est will be paid at the interest rates
now in effect on existing trust fund
balances. It is imperative that we
avoid losing that interest, which could
over the next 5 years amount to $1 to
$2 billion.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
chairman for his remarks, because I
think by implication some people have
indicated that under the Republican
proposal that the Social Security
Fund would not have been made
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whole if the provision was there and it
was also in the Democratic proposal.

So as I say, the checks will be in the
mail.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DUNCAN. 1 yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from New
Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the gentleman yielding.

I think a point should be made here
that has not been made, and that is
that the trust fund borrows not in the
private sector but from the Govern-
ment. If the Government is paying
10.3 percent for the securities that are
disinvested today, if they are disinvest-
ed, and I hope they will not be, but if
they are, then the Government can re-
imburse this and it is all coming from
the same pocket. All it takes is for us
to legislatively correct that problem at
some point.

The credit is still there. The bonds
are still there in the sense that the
debt is still listed with the Social Secu-
rity Fund and the money to pay that
debt and the interest at which that
debt is going to be paid back is simply
a function of what this Congress de-
cides to determine, and it is a very
simple remedy for us to correct that
problem.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.

Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREGG. I do not have the time,
but I would be happy to refer to the
gentleman

from Tennessee [Mr.
DUNCAN].

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
more minute to the gentleman.

Mr. GREGG. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman makes a good
point. This is a point we thought of in
the conference yesterday and the al-
ternative that we passed in the House
and sent to the other body does have
that provision to mandate that the
Government repay with interest, in-
cluding the interest differential, to the
Social Security trust fund.

My understanding in talking to the
chairman of the conference, Senator
Packwoobn, is that they would accept
that on their side.

Mr. GREGG. Well, Mr. Speaker, if I
can reclaim my time, so does the
Michel amendment.

I would simply point out because of
the concern for Social Security in this
House, so will anything that passes
this House when we correct this debt
ceiling issue.

So this whole issue of disinvestment
and loss of revenue to the Social Secu-
rity fund is extremely specious, be-
cause it is all coming out of the same
pocket, the Public Treasury, and in
the end we are going to make it up no
matter what happens.
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Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LUNGREN].

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, at the
point we are at it is probably extreme-
ly confusing to folks who might have
the opportunity to observe this. I hope
that people do not believe that what
we are voting on here is whether or
not Social Security is going to survive.
It is going to survive. It is going to be
funded.

What we are doing here is voting on
whether we allow ourselves and escape
valve, so we can go home and not have
to face the question of whether in fact
there had to be a financing of certain
debt via the Social Security System.
The reason we want to do that is so
that we will not have to stay here
until midnight or beyond midnight to
deal with the question of Gramm-
Rudman or Gramm-Rudman-Mack or
some variation thereof.

Now, some say why should we worry
about that? Why not go home and
deal with it next week?

Well, the fact of the matter is that
we found ourselves in a similar situa-
tion just a couple weeks ago. At that
particular time, the thought was, well,
we will have 2 or 3 weeks to work it
out. Obviously we can work it out.

It reminds me of people who want to
be given the opportunity in college to
take their exams when they want to
take them. They will take them as far
off as they possibly can. In fact, if
they can get a pass-fail course without
taking the exam, they will take that.

So what we have here is the Demo-
cractic Party coming to us at the last
minute, the very last day, and saying
that we have finally figured out our
alternative to Gramm-Rudman, and
here it is, and you have to buy this, be-
cause if you do not buy this at noon
today, somehow Social Security is
going to go bust.

So what happened? We got to vote
on this new bill, which amazingly,
never went through any committee,
never had any hearings. We do not
even know what was in it. We could
not get a copy of it yesterday. We are
not quite sure what it is, except the
important point seemed to be on the
floor of the House that it was differ-
ent than Gramm-Rudman.
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The argument had changed over 2
weeks. Two weeks ago we heard two
arguments against Gramm-Rudman.
One was that it was nothing but fluff;
it was not effective at all. The other
argument from the other side was that
it was too effective; it was going to
force us to cut spending in all areas.

So now what we have is this other
thing, whatever it is that was voted on
earlier, being sent over to the Senate.
The fact is, as we know, if we take the
pressure off ourselves, we will not vote
on Gramm-Rudman. We will not vote
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on Gramm-Rudman tomorrow. We
will not vote on Gramm-Rudman
Sunday. We will not vote on Gramm-
Rudman Monday. We may vote on
something that might be like it but we
have to make sure that it is not as ef-
fective as it is next week.

The whole reason for this exercise
was that as long as the pressure is on,
Congress will act. The distinguished
Speaker of the House himself was
quoted in the newspaper on numerous
occasions this week saying, “If
Gramm-Rudman comes to the floor, I
feel confident it will pass.”

So what has happened this whole
time? We have done everything we can
institutionally to make sure we never
got a vote on Gramm-Rudman. This is
another step in that process.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Lun-
GREN] has expired.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LUNGREN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this additional time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I understand some
Members are upset that we are talking
about this issue, and I can certainly
understand that at 20 minutes to 5
o'clock, dealing with the gquestion of
the debt of the American people, after
we have had so many votes in the past
number of months, is understandable.
But I would think that perhaps we
might stand here and talk about it.

We have had a lot of people talk
about violating the sacred trust we
have with the senior citizens of Amer-
ica with their trust fund. I would like
to hear us start talking about the trust
we have with the young people of
America, the trust we have with my
children, the trust we have with other
people my age, the trust we have with
all Americans who happen to be taxed
so that we can spend that money.

The trust fund we are talking about
is a trust fund that is established by
the money from the working men and
women of America today, and they
ought to be concerned as well. Yes, I
concerned about senior citizens. I have
the original Leisure World in my dis-
trict. My city has more senior citizens
percentagewise, I believe, than any
outside of St. Petersburg down in Flor-
ida.

Yet, when I talk with senior citiznes,
they are not so insensitive to the
needs of their children and their
grandchildren that they say, “Protect
us at all costs and forget about our
children, forget about our grandchil-
dren.” But that is what we are doing.
We are saying, “We will take care of
the senior citizens. We will make a big
issue of Social Security. We will make
a big political issue of Social Security.
But we will hide about the fact that
what we are saying to our children and
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our grandchildren is take more debt,
take more taxation.

The funny thing is, if your children
come to you at Christmas time and
say, “I want you to buy me some pres-
ents that are harmful to me.” It is an
easy thing for us to say to them, “I am
not going to buy them.” That is why it
is easy to get rid of waste, fraud and
abuse in the Federal Government. But
when your kids come to you at Christ-
mas time and say, “I want five pres-
ents,” even though they are all good
educational toys and you can only
afford two, it is not considered to be
Scrooge-like for us to tell our children
we can only afford two out of five
presents.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Lun-
GREN] has again expired.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
;er,g"how much time do I have remain-
ng?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will
advise the gentleman from Illinois
that he has 27 minutes remaining.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. And how
much time does the gentleman from
;ennessee [Mr. DuncaN] have remain-

g?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. DuNcan] has 22
minutes remaining.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. LUNGREN].

Mr. LUNGREN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this additional time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, what happens here in
the House and in the other body is
that people come to us asking us for
500 programs, we can only afford 300,
and yet we give them 500 and raise
them 50. We are not going to deal with
the budget deficit until we start dis-es-
tablishing some worthy programs or
cutting some worthy programs, be-
cause that is the way we deal in our
family life, that is the way we deal in
our real life, and here we are putting
off question after question after ques-
tion and decision after decision, and
voting for this proposition before you
is just putting it off until next week
and is encouraging us to continue in
the activity we have in the past, which
is to get ourselves further and further
in debt, not only our senior citizens
and not only ourselves, but our chil-
dren and our grandchildren.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. GINGRICH].

Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I think that in a lot of
ways what we are living through is, in
a sense, the last gasp of the old Demo-
cratic Party. It was interesting in the
other body that one of the leading lib-
erals in this country happened to vote
for Gramm-Rudman while the leading
advocate last year of new ideas in the
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Democratic Party thought that
;}ramm-Rudman was too new to vote
or.

I want to really challenge the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means because I think something he
said was explicitly not accurate. He
said at the beginning of his statement,
and I quote:

There is no alternative to this course of
action.

That is simply not correct. There are
many alternatives. The Democrats
control this House and there are many
things we could do this afternoon.
There are many ways we could handle
this issue. The fact is, this is the only
alternative the Democrats decided to
take.

He went on to say, and I quote:

The future financial strength of the
Social Security System depends on this. -,

That is simply not true. Everyone in
this body knows that at some point in
the next few months we will replenish
whatever is spent through this process
from the General Treasury. Every-
body knows we are not going to let the
politicians waste our grandparents’
money.

The fact is that the central issue we
are arguing over is whether or not the
Democratic Party is going to allow a
straight up-or-down vote on Gramm-
Rudman-Mack, whether or not we are
going to finally move toward really
controlling spending.

I sometimes wonder just how dumb
Democrats think the American people
are. Virtually every speaker who was
enthusiastic about the Democratic al-
ternative is somebody whose voting
record is consistently for more spend-
ing, with only one or two exceptions.
Again and again and again, liberal big
spenders got up and explained how
the Democratic alternative was going
to somehow improve things. The fact
is, if you would give us a straight up-
or-down vote on the Gramm-Rudman-
Mack proposal, we would not have all
these problems. The fact is, the checks
are going out on Social Security, they
are going to be honored, and what we
have today is simply another political
gimmick, another effort to create a
smoke screen.

The question I want to leave you
with is this: What gimmick are you
going to try next week? If the other
body holds firm, if the administration
holds firm, if we do not take the ma-
larkey that was passed today, if we are
back in this exact same place 6 days
from today, then what gimmick are
you going to produce? Then what are
you going to do? Because once the
checks are received at home over the
weekend, once they are cashed, once
our grandparents know they do not
have to be afraid, then the grandchil-
dren are going to turn and say, “Yes.”
What is the Democratic Party, which
for 34 years has controlled the House
and created the spending programs
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that led us to this disaster now going
to do about the future of the children
and grandchildren of America? Pass
another debt limit and another debt
limit and another debt limit?

All you have done is change from
the party of tax and spend, tax and
spend, to the party of borrow and
spend, borrow and spend, and I think
they know it.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, what has just been con-
cluded in the well is the old lawyer's
adage, “If you do not have the facts,
pound the table.”

The gentleman’s reference to what I
explicitly said and how he differs with
what I supposedly said has again been
checked out as to its inaccuracy. What
1 said, as opposed to the Congress
having no alternative, was that the
Treasury has no alternative to this
course of action, and it is the Treasury
that has the fiduciary responsibility to
cover the payments of Social Security.

So I just wanted to point out that
the gentleman again is inaccurate.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH].

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
the House is not in order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thought
the House was in pretty good order.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thought I
heard boos, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman
would be seated, the House will pro-
ceed.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. LUNGREN. Is it regular order
in this House when we have hissing
and an attempt to try and overtake
what the person in the well is saying?

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not
understand the inquiry and doubts if
it is a proper question for the Chair,
but in the opinion of the Chair, when
the gentleman said ‘“regular order”
the House was in order. That was the
opinion of the Chair and he makes the
judgment on that.

Mr. LUNGREN. I thank the Speaker
for his ruling.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. GincricH] for 30 seconds.
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Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the Speak-
er.
Mr. Speaker, I simply want to say to
the very distinguished chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTEN-
KowsKIl] that the Government of the
United States is a collectivity under
the Constitution which includes the
legislative and executive branches.
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And that you have been part of a
conference which at any time in the
last 2 weeks could have avoided where
we are at today, and that it has been a
gimmick of the Democratic Party in
this House to again and again refer to
Reagan’'s deficit about billions that we
have passed through this House, nor-
mally with the Democratic majority.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker,
House is not in order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair agrees
that the House is not in order, and
particularly speaks to the Pennsylva-
nia delegation.

The House will be in order.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the Speaker attempting to keep
the House from embarrassing itself,
and particularly the Pennsylvania del-
egation from doing so.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. RosTENKOWSKI] I think
made it quite clear in his speech that
we are not just talking just about
Social Security here. He referred in
his speech to preserving Social Securi-
ty and other trust funds. He referred
to paying Social Security checks and
other checks.

What we are dealing here is not a
Social Security issue, my friends.
What we are dealing with here is a
raising of the debt ceiling, pure and
simple. Regardless of what the title of
the bill is, this is a bill to raise the
debt ceiling.

There are an awful lot of Members
of this Congress who have told their
constituents over and over again, “I
have never voted to raise the national
debt.” If you vote on this bill to raise
the national debt, do not make that
claim again, and do not expect that
that will not be an issue in those dis-
tricts where raising the debt might be
an issue, because that is what you are
doing on this particular act. You are
voting to raise the national debt by
$17 billion.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. FRENZEL].

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks
ago the other body sent us the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings-Mack pro-
posal to reduce the deficit of the
United States of America and ulti-
mately balance our budget. And the
House has laggered in putting togeth-
er a conference committee, and finally
got to work on it and made some im-
provements, but ultimately they decid-
ed to stonewall the other body and
send over the Democrat proposal that
we passed this morning, which it knew
was manifestly unsatisfactory and un-
acceptable to the other body.

In doing so, it created, or rather ex-
tended the crisis which it caused when

the
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it originally failed to respond to
Gramm/Rudman.

When we did that, in saying that we
will not vote for any proposal that will
reduce our budget, and I would like to
remind the majority that a majority of
them so voted this morning, when we
did so, we allowed the crisis with
Social Security and other Government
funds to continue.

But now, when we have decided that
we have invented the Democrat major-
ity which will not cure our troubles,
we can bail ourselves out of the crisis
with a brand new Democratic inven-
tion.

Guess what the object of Democrat
ingenuity was? What is this brand new
Gary Hart-type idea? It is another
debt extension, only $17 billion. And
what those fun-loving, high-spending
folks have brought to us is enough
money to take us through next week
with a $5 billion cushion on top. And
guess what happens when that ex-
pires? What will we do again? We will
have another creative, ingenious
device that will extend the debt ceiling
again.

There is no escaping the responsibil-
ity that has been thrust on this body
by thoughtful Members of the other
body and that is to make a responsive
reply to Gramm/Rudman. Until that
happens, this body is derelict in its re-
sponsibility to the young, and the old,
and the adjustable, and the in-be-
tween, to every taxpayer and every cit-
izen of this country. And as long as we
keep skating along, raising the debt

ceiling, keeping up in our spending
patterns, it is only our fault, and we
have nobody else to blame.

Mr. Speaker, if the Speaker and the
Democrat majority allow us to go

home this afternoon, knowing that
the other body is not going to respond
to this debt extension, then not only
will we have not kept faith with the
young and the taxpayers, we will not
have kept faith with the old either.
But since that is our habit around
here, perhaps many of us will not
mind.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. Dausl.

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, I do not
have an awful lot to say that has not
been said already, but I would like to
have your attention for just a couple
of minutes.

Now what we are going to do here
could be very much like the old adage,
‘“‘penny-wise and pound-foolish."”

The pennies one could argue might
be the tens of millions of dollars that
the Social Security Trust Fund for-
feits by the sale of its interest-bearing
securities. The pounds of foolishness
might be the $17 billion that we actu-
ally spend by raising the debt ceiling
for which we will try not to be ac-
countable.
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So it seems to me that the interest-
bearing securities of short- and long-
term interest-bearing relationships are
amounts that were paid in, that
become the savings account for Social
Security, and it was tucked away for a
rainy day.

Now literally the rainy day has ar-
rived, just like all of us once in a while
are faced for health reasons or what-
ever reasons with having to use some
of our savings for a rainy day, and we
may forfeit the interest that that pass-
book might have brought us had we
not had to spend that money.

But it seems to me that if we ignore
the old adage, “penny-wise and pound-
foolish,” and delay the proper work
that we ought to do here, then it
seems to me that we will have com-
pounded our felony.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
STRANG].

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this proposal.

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to H.R. 3669, the tempo-
rary extension of our debt limit. The House
and Senate conferees of House Joint Reso-
lution 372, which includes a gradual bal-
anced budget measure I cosponsored, had 2
weeks in which to discuss a remedy for our
spiraling deficits and to reach a compro-
mise. Instead, House Democrats have
chosen to obscure the real issue of deficit
reduction with the politicization of the
Social Security Trust Fund.

1 wish to stress that absolutely no Social
Security recipient will be affected by a
simple refusal to extend the debt limit by 5
days. No checks will be delayed or deferred.
This only threat to our Nation's elderly
comes from House Democrats who contin-
ue to insist upon business-as-usual prac-
tices, failing to come to grips with our
budget deficit dilemma.

The Federal debt, now more than $2 tril-
lion, has quadrupled during the past 8
years because of spending bills this Con-
gress has authorized. A large Federal debt
affects all our citizens, not just the recipi-
ents of Social Security. In the last 22 years,
while our population has grown 27.5 per-
cent, prices have grown 246 percent, and
the Federal budget has grown 1,000 per-
cent, Year in and year out, we have spent
more than we have taken in, creating a
series of increasing deficits which have
placed this Nation in economic danger.

The time for the Gramm-Rudman bal-
anced budget proposal is at hand. There is
no place left to hide, no one left to whom
we can pass the buck. We can no longer
afford to put off deficit reduction efforts,
even for 5 days. Congress must face some
tough decisions, now.

Not only do deficits indicate improper
management of our Federal funds, but they
also create serious difficulties for our econ-
omy. High interest rates and low economic
growth interact to create an uneven field
upon which our export industries and
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workers must play. In this vicious cycle,
the more the Federal Government spends,
which many Democrats would have us be-
lieve to be beneficial, the less money there
is for our economy. In short, there is no
way to have full employment and balanced
growth in our present budget environment.

I want to conclude, Mr. Speaker, by
urging all my colleagues not to let this his-
toric chance for real deficit reduction
progress to slip away. Let us not settle for
less than a real and substantial reduction
in domestic spending.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, how much
time, may I ask, do I have remaining?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] has 11 minutes
remaining.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield what-
ever time he may consume to the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT].

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, regardless of how we
vote on this issue that will be voted on
here momentarily, I assume it is going
to pass, but I think it is going to be a
great mistake if this body votes on this
issue, this short-term extension, and
then high-tails it out of town.

The papers on the bill we voted on
earlier, the conference report left here
going to the other body now some-
where around 3:30. They intend to
take this issue up, and we are going to
say we are not going to wait for you to
deal with it, we are going to leave this
issue hanging in the air.

We have all said how important it is,
and yet we are going to put it off until
another day, sometime next week that
that issue would be resolved. We will
be back facing this next Wednesday at
the latest with the short-term exten-
sion. We ought to stay here tonight.
We ought to stay here tomorrow if
necessary, and this weekend, and get
the job done.

So when our colleagues vote on this
issue, when we vote, and right or
wrong we have done our part in that
effort, the intention I understand of
the other side of the aisle is to have a
vote on adjournment.

Well, you are going to have to vote
to adjourn and run out of Dodge, but
let me tell you, we think it is impor-
tant, and a lot of you are bound to rec-
ognize we need to resolve this thing,
and not let it go over until next
Wednesday, and keep shoving it off.

Let us stay here and do our job. Vote
no on adjournment if this thing
passes.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LOTT. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, does
the gentleman understand it is the
leadership’s intention to go home
while this important matter pends,
while we do not know whether the
other body is going to accept this, and
whether there will be continuous dis-
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investments of this fund that we have
all pledged to secure and maintain?
You mean they are going to let us ac-
tually go home?

irlMr. LOTT. That is my understand-

g.

Mr. FRENZEL. I am shocked.

Mr. LOTT. Our leader right now is
trying to ascertain what the schedule
would be for the balance of the day
between our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle and the other body,
but there is no clear impression that
we are going to get that in the next 15
minutes. But we do not know for sure
what is going to happen. We ought to
stay and take this issue up and finish
it right now.

I yield back my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WRIGHT].

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, let us
just clear all of the fog and burn right
through to what is at issue here. The
question before us is really very
simple.

If we do not vote at this moment
this simple 5-day extension of the na-
tional debt ceiling, at midnight to-
night, we have been duly warned, the
Social Security Trust Fund will be dis-
invested. Now if you vote against this
motion, you vote against this bill, you
vote to allow the disinvestment at mid-
night tonight of the Social Security
Trust Fund.

There are some of us who believe
that to be illegal. Whether it is illegal
or not, it already has been done. Those
who threaten it as such a dire conse-
quence, in an apparent attempt to
force the Congress into taking precipi-
tous action of a type that it did not
want to take, did not tell us that they
already have invaded the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund. They have sold
bonds, taken money out of that fund
that was committed under the law to
the social security recipients, and that
they are threatening to do it again.

Now we can keep them from doing
that. It is a very simple thing. We can
vote a 5-day extension giving the other
body ample time to consider that
which we have done today. There is
nothing wrong with that. Surely
nobody can consider that sinister. It is
open. Everybody understands it. It is
not ambiguous.

If you want to avoid the disinvest-
ment of the Social Security Trust
Fund, then you vote aye and give the
other body 5 days in which to deliber-
ately, and in an orderly way, consider
what we have sent to them. That is
honorable, it is decent, and there is
nothing wrong with it.

If you do not want to do that, face
the consequences and know what you
are voting to do. You are voting by
voting no on this motion to disinvest
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the Social Security Trust Fund, to lift
the heavy hand of Government into
those dedicated funds, to sell long-
term bonds, and to use the proceeds.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. No, I do not yield at
this time. The gentleman had ample
time and I did not ask him to yield. I
have only a few minutes.

It is very simple now. There are
those here who say that this is a game
being played. There is no game being
played. I ask you only to remember
that this House, with the help of
those on the other side as well, back in
May, extended this debt ceiling, and if
the other body had accepted our
action, we would not be in this box
today.

Instead, they attempted to hold our
feet to the fire and to force down our
throats a hastily considered, ill-draft-
ed piece of legislation that would
affect us for the rest of the life of the
Republic, that would have taken
powers away from the Congress,
placed them in the hands of the Exec-
utive and future Executives, identities
unknown.

We did not want to do that.

There are those here today who say
that, oh, it is the fault of the Demo-
crats or the fault of the Republicans
that we are in the national debt that
we are in. You can argue that either
way. The truth of it is that Martin
Feldstein, the Chairman of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers for President
Reagan, in testifying before our
Budget Committee, said the reason we
have doubled the national debt in 4%
years, adding as much as was added in
the 192 years of our previous history
combined, is because first, we were ex-
cessive in the tax cut of 1981 asked by
this President. Second, because of the
excessive or extremely large increase
in military spending. And third, be-
cause of the unprecedented increase in
the cost of handling the national debt
through interest charges. That was his
answer.
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I don’t want to quarrel with you
about whose fault it is; let us talk
about whose responsibility it is. All of
us share the responsibility.

‘We are offering you a responsible al-
ternative. You say well, you want to
wait around tonight until you get to
vote on Gramm-Rudman? Do you not
understand that is exactly what we did
just a few moments earlier? We voted
on Gramm-Rudman; we voted to
amend Gramm-Rudman.

The House, by a vote of 249 to 180
voted to modify it, to improve it, to
perfect it. That was not an indecisive
vote; that was not an equivocal vote;
that was a vote on Gramm-Rudman,
and we voted not to approve it in its
undiluted form, but to amend it.
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That is what the House frequently
does to legislation sent to it by the
other body. What is wrong with that?

So we have followed orderly proce-
dure. Orderly procedure from this
moment on is to save the Republic
from that which is threatened by
those who say “If you don't play the
game our way, we're going to mess it
up for everybody.” We are going to
thwart that effort by passing this bill,
giving the other body 5 days as we
think in decency we owe them, to con-
sider what we have sent, to take delib-
erative action, and we will come back
in here Monday and if they want us to
do something else then, we will be glad
to do it.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I have no further requests for time,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
rule, the previous question is consid-
ered as ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read
the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. DANNEMEYER)
there were—yeas 195, nays 51.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 357, nays
61, not voting 186, as follows:

[Roll No. 389]
YEAS—35T

Bryant Dorgan (ND)

Burton (CA) Dowdy

t t Downey
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
English
Erdreich
Evans (IA)

Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boulter
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Broyhill
Bruce

Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Grotberg
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Hendon
Hertel
Hillis
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski

Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kemp
Kennelly

McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
McDade
McGrath
McHugh
McKernan
McKinney
MecMillan
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek

Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien

Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Roybal

Russo

8abo

Bavage
Saxton
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Schuette
Schulze
Schumer
Seiberling
Sharp

Shaw
Bhelby
Shuster
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Spence
Spratt
St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swift

Swindall
Synar
Tallon
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wirth

Wise

Wolf
Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylle
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Ymtns (MO)

Schneider
Schroeder

NAYS—81

Dannemeyer
Daub

DelLay
Dornan (CA)
Dreler
Fawell
Fledler

Henry

Hiler
Hopkins
Hubbard
Hunter
Hyde

Kolbe
Kramer
Lewis (CA)
Lowery (CA)
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Solomon
Stangeland
Strang
Stump
Thomas (CA)
Vucanovich
Smith, Robert Walker

(NH) Weber

NOT VOTING—16

Hansen Morrison (CT)
Hatcher Neal

Holt Stark
Lundine Whitehurst
Marlenee

McEwen
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Molinari
Monson
Moorhead
Nielson
Oxley
Packard
Roth
Rudd

Schaefer

Sensenbrenner

Shumway

Siljander

Smith, Denny
(OR)

Addabbo
Badham

Barnes

de la Garza
Florio
Fowler

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S.
1570, FAIR LABOR STANDARDS
AMENDMENTS OF 1985

Mr. HAWKINS submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and state-
ment on the bill (S. 1570) to amend
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
to provide rules for overtime compen-
satory time off for certain public
agency employees, to clarify the appli-
cation of that act to volunteers, and
for other purposes:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 99-357)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (8.
1570) to amend the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 to provide rules for overtime
compensatory time off for certain publiec
agency employees, to clarify the application
of that Act to volunteers, and for other pur-
poses, having met, after full and free confer-
ence, have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
text of the bill and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the House amendment insert the
following:

SHORT TITLE; REFERENCE TO ACT

Sectron 1. (a) SHORT TrTLE.—This Act may
be cited as the “Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1985".

(b) REFERENCE TO AcT.—Whenever in this
Act an amendment or repeal is expressed in
terms of an amendment to, or repeal of, a
section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be a reference to a sec-
tion or other provision of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938.

COMFPENSATORY TIME

Sec. 2. (a) CoOMPENSATORY TIME.—Section 7
(29 U.S.C. 207) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“fo)f1) Employees of a public agency
which is a State, a political subdivision of a
State, or an interstate governmenltal agency
may receive, in accordance with this subsec-
tion and in liew of overtime compensation,
compensatlory time off at a rate not less
than one and one-half hours for each hour of
employment for which overtime compensa-
tion is required by this section.
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“f2) A public agency may provide compen-
salory time under paragraph (1) only—

“(A) pursuant to—

“fi) applicable provisions of a collective
bargaining agreement, memorandum of un-
derstanding, or any other agreement be-
tween the public agency and representatives
of such employees; or

“fii) in the case of employees not covered
by subclause (i), an agreement or under-
standing arrived at belween the employer
and employee before the performance of the
work; and

“{B) if the employee has not accrued com-
pensatory time in excess of the limit appli-
cable to the employee prescribed by para-
graph (3).

In the case of employees described in clause
(AJ(ii) hired prior to April 15, 1986, the regu-
lar practice in effect on April 15, 1986, with
respect to compensalory time off for such
employees in lieu of the receipt of overtime
compensation, shall constitute an agree-
ment or understending under such clause
fAJrii). Excepl as provided in the previous
sentence, the provision of compensatory
time off to such employees for hours worked
after April 14, 1986, shall be in accordance
with this subsection.

“13)(A) If the work of an employee for
which compensatory time may be provided
included work in a public safety activity, an
emergency response activily, or a seasonal
activity, the employee engaged in such work
may accrue not more than 480 hours of com-
pensatory time for hours worked after April
15, 1986. If such work was any other work,
the employee engaged in such work may
accrue not more than 240 hours of compen-
salory time for hours worked after April 15,
1986,. Any such employee who, after April 15,
1986, has accrued 480 or 240 hours, as the
case may be, of compensatory time off shall,
Jor additional overiime hours of work, be
paid overtime compensation.

“tB) If compensation is paid o an em-
ployee for accrued compensatory time off,
such compensation shall be paid at the regu-
lar rate earned by the employee at the time
the employee receives such payment.

“t4) An employee who has accrued com-
pensatory time off authorized to be provided
under paragraph (1) shall, upon termina-
tion of employment, be paid for the unused
compensaltory time at a rate of compensa-
tion not less than—

“fA) the average regular rate received by
such employee during the last 3 years of the
employee’s employment, or

“{BJ the final regular rale received by such
employee,

whichever is higher.

“t5) An employee of a public agency which
is a State, political subdivision of a State, or
an interstale governmental agency—

“tA) who has accrued compensalory time
off authorized to be provided under para-
graph (1), and

‘“‘B) who has requested the use of such
compensatory time,

shall be permitted by the employee's employ-
er to use such time within a reasonable
period after making the request if the use of
the compensatory time does not unduly dis-
rupt the operations of the public agency.

“f6) For purposes of this subsection—

“tA) the term ‘overtime compensalion’
means the compensation required by subsec-
tion (a), and

“{B) the lerms ‘compensatory time’ and
‘compensatory time off’ mean hours during
which an employee is not working, which
are not counted as hours worked during the
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applicable workweek or other work period
Jor purposes of overtime compensation, and
Jor which the employee is compensated at
the employee’s regular rate.”.

b) ExisSTING COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
AGREEMENTS.—A collective bargaining agree-
ment which is in effect on April 15, 1986,
and which permits compensatory time off in
lieu of overtime compensation shall remain
in effect until its expiration date unless oth-
erwise modified, except that compensatory
time shall be provided after April 14, 1986,
in accordance with section 7(o) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 (as added by
subsection (al).

fc) LIABILITY AND DEFERRED PAYMENT.—(1)
No State, political subdivision of a State, or
interstate governmental agency shall be
liable under section 16 of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 for a violation of sec-
tion 6 fin the case of a territory or posses-
sion of the United States), 7, or 11(c) (as it
relates to section 7) of such Act occurring
before April 15, 1986, with respect to any em-
ployee of the State, political subdivision, or
agency who would not have been covered by
such Act under the Secretary of Labor’s spe-
cial enforcement policy on January 1, 1985,
and published in sections 775.2 and 775.4 of
title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

f2) A Stale, political subdivision of a
State, or interstalte governmental agency
may defer until August 1, 1986, the payment
of monetary overtime compensation under
section 7 of the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938 for hours worked after April 14, 1986.

SPECIAL DETAILS, OCCASIONAL OR SPORADIC

EMPLOYMENT, AND SUBSTITUTION

Sec. 3. (a) SreciaL DeETAlL. WoORK FOR FIRE
PROTECTION AND Law ENFORCEMENT EMPLOY-
EES.—Section 7 (29 U.S.C. 207) is amended
by adding after subsection (o) fadded by sec-
tion 2) the following:

“Ip)i1) If an individual who is employed
by a Slate, political subdivision of a State,
or an interstate governmental agency in fire
protection or law enforcement activities (in-
cluding activities of security personnel in
correctional institutions) and who, solely at
such individual's option, agrees to be em-
ployed on a special detail by a separale or
independent employer in fire protection,
law enforcement, or related activities, the
hours such individual was employed by such
separate and independent employer shall be
excluded by the public agency employing
such individual in the calculation of the
hours for which the employee is entitled to
overtime compensation under this section if
the public agency—

“fA) requires that its employees engaged in
fire protection, law enforcement, or security
activities be hired by a separate and inde-
pendent employer to perform the special
detail,

“{B) facilitates the employment of such
employees by a separale and independent
employer, or

“1C) otherwise affects the condition of em-
ployment of such employees by a separate
and independent employer.".

(b) OCCASIONAL OR SPORADIC EMPLOY-
MENT.—Section 7(p) (29 U.S.C. 207), as added
by subsection fa), is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“(2) If an employee of a public agency
which is a State, political subdivision of a
State, or an interstate governmental agency
undertakes, on an occasional or sporadic
basis and solely at the employee’s option,
part-time employment for the public agency
which is in a different capacity from any
capacity in which the employee is regularly
employed with the public agency, the hours
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such employee was employed in performing
the different employment shall be excluded
by the public agency in the calculation of
the hours for which the employee is entitled
to overtime compensation under this sec-
tion."”.

fe) SusstrTuTion.—(1) Section 7ip) (29
U.S.C. 207), as amended by susbection (b), is
amended by adding al the end the following:

“t3) If an individual who is employed in
any capacity by a public agency which is a
Stale, political subdivision of a Stale, or an
interstate governmental agency, agrees, with
the approval of the public agency and solely
al the option of such individual, to substi-
tule during scheduled work hours for an-
other individual who is employed by such
agency in the same capacily, the hours such
employee worked as a substitute shall be ex-
cluded by the public agency in the calcula-
tion of the hours for which the employee is
entitled to overtime compensation under
this section.”.

f2) Section 1l1(c) (29 U.S.C. 211(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“The employer of an employee who performs
substitute work described in section 7(p)(3)
may not be required under this subsection to
keepk a record of the hours of the substitute
work.”,

VOLUNTEERS

Sec. 4. fa) DerinirioN.—Section 3ie) (29
U.S.C. 203(e)) is amended—

f1) by striking out “paragraphs (2) and
f3)” in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu
thereof “paragraphs (2), (3), and (4)", and

f2) by adding at the end the following:

“(4)(A) The term ‘employee’ does not in-
clude any individual who volunteers to per-
Jform services for a public agency which is a
State, a political subdivision of a State, or
an interstate governmental agency, if—

“fi) the individual receives no compensa-
tion or is paid expenses, reasonable benefits,
or a nominal fee to perform the services for
which the individual volunteered; and

“fii) such services are not the same type of
services which the individual is employed to
perform for such public agency.

“tB) An employee of a public agency
which is a State, political subdivision of a
State, or an interstate governmental agency
may volunteer to perform services for any
other State, political subdivision, or inier-
state governmental agency, including a
State, political subdivision or agency with
which the employing State, political subdi-
vision, or agency has a mutual aid agree-
ment.”.

f0) REGULATIONS.—Not later than March
15, 1986, the Secretary of Labor shall issue
regulations to carry oult paragraph (4) of
section 3(e) (as amended by subsection (a) of
this section).

fc) CURRENT PRACTICE. —If, before April 15,
1986, the practice of a public agency was to
treat certain individuals as volunteers, such
individuals shall until April 15, 1986, be
considered, for purposes of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as volunteers and not
as employees. No public agency which is a
State, a political subdivision of a State, or
an interstate governmental agency shall be
liable for a violation of section 6 occurring
before April 15, 1986, with respect to services
deemed by that agency to have been per-
formed for it by an individual on a volun-
tary basis.

STATE AND LOCAL LEGISLATIVE EMPLOYEES

SEc. 5. Clause (ii) of section 3(e)(2)(C) (29
U.S8.C. 203(e) (2)(C)) iz amended—

f1) by striking out “or"” at the end of sub-
clause (II1),
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(2) by striking out
(IvJ),

3) by strking out the period at the end of
subclause (IV) and inserting in lieu thereof
“or”, and

(4) by adding after subclause (IV) the fol-
lowing:

“V) is an employee in the legislative
branch or legislative body of that State, po-
litical subdivision, or agency and is not em-
ployed by the legislative library of such
State, political subdivision, or agency.".

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 6. The amendments mady by this Act
shall take effect April 15, 1986. The Secretary
of Labor shall before such date promulgate
such regulations as may be required to im-
plement such amendments.

EFFECT OF AMENDMENTS

Sec. 7. The amendments made by this Act
shell not affect whether a public agency
which is a State, political subdivision of a
State, or an interstate governmental agency
is liable under section 16 of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 for a violation of sec-
tion 6, 7, or 11 of such Act occurring before
April 15, 1986, with respect to any employee
of such public agency who would have been
covered by such Act under the Secretary of
Labor’s special enforcement policy on Janu-
ary 1, 1985, and published in section 775.3 of
title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

DISCRIMINATION

SEc. 8. A public agency which is a State,
political subdivision of a Slate, or an inter-
state governmental agency and which dis-
criminates or has discriminated against an
employee with respect to the employee’s
wages or other terms or condilions of em-
ployment because on or after February 19,
1985, the employee asserted coverage under
section 7 of the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938 shall be held to have violated section
15fa)(3) of such Acl. The protection against
discrimination afforded by the preceding
sentence shall be available after August 1,
1986, only for an employee who takes an
action described in section 15fal)(3) of such
Act.

And the House agree to the same,

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
title of the bill and agree to the same.

AvcusTus F. HAWKINS,
AUSTIN J. MURPHY,
W.L. Cray,
PAT WiILLIAMS,
JAMES M. JEFFORDS,
Tom PETRI,
STEVE BARTLETT,
Managers on the Part of the House.

ORRIN G. HATCH,

DonN NICKLES,

ROBERT T. STAFFORD,

Howarp M. METZENBAUM,

Epwarp M. KENNEDY,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S.
1570) to amend the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 to provide rules for overtime
compensatory time off for certain public
agency employees, to clarify the application
of that Act to volunteers, and for other pur-
poses, submit the following joint statement
to the House and the Senate in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon by

“who™ in subclause
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the managers and recommended in the ac-
companying conference report:

The House amendment to the text of the
bill struck out all of the Senate bill after
the enacting clause and inserted a substi-
tute text.

The Senate recedes from its disagreement
to the amendment of the House with an
amendment which is a substitute for the
Senate bill and the House amendment. The
differences between the Senate bill, the
House amendment, and the substitute
agreed to in conference are noted below,
except for clerical corrections, conforming
changes made necessary by agreements
reached by the conferees, and minor draft-
ing and clarifying changes.

PAYMENT FOR COMPENSATORY TIME UPON
TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT

The Senate bill provides that upon termi-
nation of employment an employee shall be
paid for unused compensatory time at the
final regular rate received by such employ-

ee.

The House amendment provided that pay-
ment for unused compensatory time is to be
at a rate not less than the average regular
rate received by an employee during the last
3 years of the employee's employment.

The conference substitute combines the
Senate and House provisions to provide that
payment for unused compensatory time is
to be at a rate not less than—

(1) the average regular rate received by an
employee during the last 3 years of the em-
ployee's employment, or

(2) the final regular rate received by an
employee, whichever is higher.

SCOPE OF SUBSTITUTE BILL

Under the Senate bill the rules for the
treatment of hours of substitute employ-
ment apply to employees of a public agency
engaged in the same activity.

Under the House amendment the rules for
the treatment of hours of substitute em-
ployment apply only to employees engaged
in fire protection or law enforcement activi-
ties (including activities of security person-
nel in correctional institutions).

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate bill.

COMPENSATORY TIME LIMIT

Under the Senate bill an employee may
not accrue more than 480 hours of compen-
satory time.

Under the House amendment if the work
of an employee included work in a public
safety activity, an emergency response activ-
ity, or a seasonal activity the employee may
accrue not more than 480 hours of compen-
satory time. An employee engaged in any
other work may accrue not more than 180
hours of compensatory time.

The conference substitute provides that if
the work of an employee included work in &
public safety activity, an emergency re-
sponse activity, or a seasonal activity the
employee may accrue not more than 480
hours of compensatory time. An employee
engaged in any other work may accrue not
more than 240 hours of compensatory time.
SCOPE OF PROTECTION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION

The Senate bill prohibits discrimination
as defined by section 15(a)3) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938.

The House amendment prohibits diserimi-
nation with respect to wages or other terms
or conditions of employment.

The conference substitute adopts the
House amendment with the following un-
derstandings as to the scope of protection
provided by the House amendment:

30195

The antidiscrimination provision is meant
to apply where one or more employees are
singled out for adverse treatment in retalia-
tion for an assertion that they are covered
by the overtime provisions of the FLSA.
The provision also is intended to apply
where an employer's response to the asser-
tion of FLSA coverage is to reduce wages or
other monetary benefits for an entire unit
of employees. In either instance, the actual
victims of discrimination must show that
coverage was asserted and they also must
show actual discrimination, i.e., that the em-
ployer's action constituted retaliation for
the employee or employees' assertion of cov-
erage and avoidance of the asserted protec-
tions of Federal law. If a court so finds, that
conduct would be unlawful under section 8.

An employer’s adjustment of work sched-
ules to reduce overtime hours would not
constitute discrimination under this provi-
sion so long as it was not undertaken to re-
taliate for an assertion of coverage. Such an
adjustment is permissible under the Act but
it does not supersede applicable require-
ments of State law or a collective bargaining
agreement.

An employer who, after February 19, 1885,
paid cash overtime at a time and one-half
rate pursuant to the FLSA may not recoup
these overtime payments from his employ-
ees by whatever means without violating
section 8. State and local government em-
ployers are in no way obligated to comply
with the Act's overtime provisions prior to
April 15, 1986. But as stated in both Com-
mittee reports, nothing in this legislation,
particularly the deferred effective date, is
intended to encourage employers to post-
pone efforts to comply with the Act. Permit-
ting employers who have voluntarily com-
plied prior to April 1986 to negate their past
compliance effort at some future date by re-
capturing from their employees payments
already made would have precisely the
effect that we intended to foreclose. Such
permission also would allow unscrupulous
employers to use the threat of recoupment
to pressure or otherwise manipulate em-
ployees. Section 8 was meant to prohibit
such retributive action.

A unilateral reduction of regular pay or
fringe benefits that is intended to nullify
this legislative application of overtime com-
pensation to State and local government
employees Is unlawful. Any other conclusion
would in effect invite public employers to
reduce regular rates of pay shortly after the
date of enactment so as to negate the premi-
um compensation mandated by this legisla-
tion. The compensatory time and deferred
effective date provision of these amend-
ments are to relieve the economic impact of
having to comply with the FLSA's premium
rate requirements for overtime. Having pro-
vided for this relief, we agreed to preserve
the same premium rate requirement that
has been a part of the FLSA for nearly 50
years. We did not, at the same time, author-
ize employers to undermine that premium
rate with impunity. In what we view as anal-
ogous circumstances, DOL regulations ex-
plicitly condemn employer efforts to adjust
or recalculate regular rates of pay so as to
evade the overtime requirements of the Act.
(29 CFR 778.500).

This provision is not intended to prohibit
State or local government employers from
adjusting rates of pay at some later point in
response to fiscal concerns not directly at-
tributable to the impact of extending FLSA
coverage to their employees.

This provision Is intended to remain neu-
tral with respect to any action by employees
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challenging the lawfulness of an employer’s
unilateral reduction of regular pay or fringe
benefits instituted prior to enactment of
these amendments.
TIME LIMIT ON PROTECTION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION

Section 8 of the Senate bill limits the pro-
tection against discrimination to the period
February 19, 1985, through April 15, 1986.

Under section 8 of the House amendment
the protection against discrimination is lim-
ited to on or after February 19, 1985.

The conference substitute is the same as
the House amendment with one modifica-
tion. After August 1, 1986, an employee
must assert coverage pursuant to section
15(aX3) of the Act in order to be entitled to
the protection against discrimination pro-
vided by the House amendment.

LIABILITY OF TERRITORIES AND POSSESSIONS

FOR VIOLATIONS OF SECTION 6

Under the Senate bill and the House
amendment public agencies are shielded
from liability for violations of section 7 of
the FLSA which occur before the effective
date, April 15, 1986. The conference substi-
tute provides the same shield with regard to
violations of section 6 of the FLSA for terri-
tories and possessions of the United States.

AvcusTus F. HAWKINS,

AvUsTIN J. MURPHY,

W.L. Cray,

PAT WILLIAMS,

James M, JEFFORDS,

Tom PETRI,

STEVE BARTLETT,
Managers on the Part of the House.

ORRIN G, HaTCH,

Don NICKLES,

ROBERT T. STAFFORD,

Howarp M. METZENBAUM,

Epwarp M. KENNEDY,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have
taken this time for the purpose of in-
quiring of the distinguished minority
leader as to the program for the bal-
ance of the day and the program for
next week.

Mr. WRIGHT. If my distinguished
friend from Illinois, the minority
leader, would yield to me.

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished majority leader, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. WRIGHT].

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, this
would complete our legislative sched-
ule for the day and week.

Monday, we would meet at noon. We
hope not to have votes on Monday,
but I think Members should be ad-
vised it may be necessary for them to
be present on Monday in order that we
may take up votes at that time.

The only vote that would require
our having a recorded vote would be in
the event the other body might have
acted upon one of the bills just passed
and amended it and sent it back to us.

In that case, Members should be ad-
vised that it would be in order for a
motion to be made to agree to that
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amendment or to agree to that amend-
ment with an amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think any
Member would want to be absent if
that were to occur.

Therefore, all I can do, in candor, is
suggest that the Members should plan
to be here Monday at noon. It would
be our purpose, if there is no motion
of that type from the other body, to
proceed in order.

We would take up the suspensions.
There are three of them listed: House
Joint Resolution 36, Memorial to
Women Who Served In or With the
Armed Services; House Joint Resolu-
tion 142, Memorial Honoring Certain
Black Americans in the American Rev-
olution; and H.R. 2055, Korean War
Memorial.
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We would postpone those votes until
either Tuesday or Wednesday.

We had hoped not to have votes
prior to 2 o’clock on Tuesday in order
to facilitate the convenience of Mem-
bers whose States have primaries on
next Tuesday.

Once again, I must advise Members
that they ought to follow what is hap-
pening. You will read about it in the
newspaper if the other body should
pass our legislation on the debt ceiling
extension in a form that would require
our acting on it Monday or Tuesday.
In any event, on Tuesday we would
want to adopt the rule and do the gen-
eral debate on the Water Resources
Act of 1985, and for the remainder of
the week, Wednesday, Thursday, and
Friday, if necessary, we would take up
the Water Resources Act and complete
its consideration.

That would be the only business we
have scheduled for next week except,
of course, that conference reports may
be considered at any time, and this
program will be subject to change.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, Let me
hypothesize for a moment.

If the other body, which I under-
stand just a few moments ago began
debating the conference report on the
measure earlier today, fails to come to
any agreement today, but maybe con-
ceivably by Monday decided, as they
are going to be in session Monday, I
understand, probably not tomorrow,
but on Monday, and if they were to
conclude action, again not accepting
our position but sending it back to us,
then what would be the scenario for
this body? Would we delay? Would
there be an automatic delay until
Wednesday, in view of what the gen-
tleman has said about election day on
Tuesday?

Mr. WRIGHT. It is my understand-
ing that it would be subject to an auto-
matic delay of that kind only by the
general consent of the minority and
the majority. Otherwise it would be
subject to a motion to concur in the
Senate amendment or to concur in the
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Senate amendment with an amend-
ment, and that is a highly privileged
motion. Of course, I would not want to
say unilaterally to the gentleman from
Illinois that the majority would pre-
vent the bill's coming to the desk.

Mr. MICHEL. I understand.

I notice on the whip notice here that
Members are advised to expect further
possible action on debt limit legisla-
tion today—now, this may have been
written earlier in the day, before we
just took the action here—on both
Monday and Tuesday. Is there some-
thing written in here that I really do
not understand or perceive?

Mr. WRIGHT. Well, there may be.
If so, it is something I do not perceive
either. I guess we ought to amend that
statement just to say that Members
are advised to expect further possible
action on the debt limit legislation
whenever it is returned to us by the
other body. It could be Monday, Tues-
day, or Wednesday. Of course, the
gentleman is familiar with the various
scenarios. I presume that the other
body is going to accept our short-term
extension. If they do not, then they
will unilaterally have decided to disin-
vest the Social Security Trust Funds.
If they do or do not, they may or may
not return our legislation with our
amendment upon the Gramm-
Rudman package approved. If they
disapprove that and amend it, then we
would have to vote upon their amend-
ment one way or another. If they
called for a conference, then the Chair
would appoint conferees.

Mr. MICHEL. Is it the intention of
the majority leader to move to ad-
journ when we have concluded our ex-
change or whenever the legislative
business is concluded today?

Mr. WRIGHT. It is.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR WEDNESDAY
BUSINESS ON WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednes-
day rule be dispensed with on Wednes-
day next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 1985

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, would it
be the intention of the leadership on
both sides to keep the recording ma-
chine that we all rely on when we call




November 1, 1985
in up-to-date on the weekend so that if Mr. SHELBY.
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Eckart (OH)
¢

we call in on that number, we can find  Mr. GarcIA in four instances. e
Fascell

out? That might require staff to be
here that would not normally be here.

Mr. WRIGHT. If the gentleman will
yield, I thank my friend from Ken-
tucky for a very splendid idea. I can
speak for the recorders on our side of
the aisle. Yes; we will undertake to do
that. I feel reasonably sure that the
minority leader and those in the Re-
publican cloakroom also would be
pleased to keep Members advised.

Mr. SNYDER. It would probably be
necessary to only have one of them op-
erating., But I think it would be help-
ful.

MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Chirdon,
one of his secretaries.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted

to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LoTrr) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. DELAY, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. SaxTon, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WaALKER, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. GinGrIcH, for 60 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mica) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. Weiss, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. St GermaiN, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. AnnUNzIo, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. NEaL, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LoTr) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. CONTE.

Mr. GaLro.

Mr. WORTLEY.

Mr. McCoLLUM.

Mr. SPENCE.

MTr. PARRIS.

Mr. VANDER JAGT.

Mr. SAXTON.

Mr. GRADISON.

Mrs. MarTIN of Illinois.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO.

Mr. QUILLEN.

Mr. GROTBERG.

Mr. DorNAN of California.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mica) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. MRAZEK.

Mr. LAFALCE.

Mr. TRAFICANT.

Mr. STARK.

Mr. Dyson.

Mr. MazzoLl.

Mr. Gaypos in three instances.
Mr. WEeiss.

Mr. Frorio in two instances.
Mr. HUBBARD.

Mr. KANJORSKI.

Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. GUARINI.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined
and found truly enrolled a bill of the
House of the following title, which was
thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1903. An act to provide for the use
and distribution of funds appropriated in
satisfaction of judgments awarded to the
Chippewas of Lake Superior in Dockets
Numbered 18-8, 18-U, 18-C, and 18-T before
the Indian Claims Commission, and for
other purposes.

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his sig-
nature to an enrolled joint resolution
of the Senate of the following title:

S.J. Res, 145. Joint resolution designating
gove&lber 1985 as “National Diabetes

onth.”

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WRIGHT].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 207, nays
194, not voting 33, as follows:

[Roll No. 3801
YEAS—-207

Borski
Bosco
Boucher

NAYS—194

Dickinson
DioGuardi
Dreier
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Parris
Pashayan
Petri
Porter
Pursell
Quillen
Ray

Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
(NH)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon

Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Traficant
Vander Jagt
Vucanovich
Walker
Watkins
Weber
Whittaker
Wirth

Wise

Wolf
Wortley
Wylie
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zschau

Regula
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rudd
Saxton
Schaefer Spence
Schneider Stallings
roeder Stangeland
Schuette Strang
Sensenbrenner Stump

NOT VOTING—33
Franklin Morrison (CT)
Hansen Neal
Hartnett
Hatcher
Holt
Levine (CA)
Lundine
Madigan
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
McEwen

O 1740

So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

Accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 47 min-
utes p.m.) under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, No-
vember 4, 1985, at 12 o'clock noon.

Pease
Ridge
Savage
Seiberling
Stark
Stokes
Traxler
Whitehurst
Whitley

Chandler
Conyers

de la Garza
Dornan (CA)
Eckert (NY)
Edgar

Florio
Fowler

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2203. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting an
amendment to the request for fiscal 1986
appropriations for the Department of Com-
merce, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1107 (H. Doc.
No. 99-228); to the Committee on Appro-
priations and ordered to be printed.

2204. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
D.C. Act 6-98, "“Fiscal Year 1986 Follow
Through Act of 1985,” and report, pursuant
to Public Law 93-198, section 602(c); to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

2205. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notice of the Department of the Army's pro-
posed Letter of Offer to Egypt for defense
articles and services, pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(b); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

2206. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notice of Department of the Air Force’s pro-
posed Letter of Offer to Switzerland for de-
fense articles, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b);
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2207. A letter from the Chief Immigration
Judge, Executive Office for Immigration
Review, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting notice of suspension of deportation of
certain aliens of good character and with re-
quired residency when deportation causes
hardship under section 244(a), Immigration
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and Nationality Act, pursuant to 8 U.S.C.
1254(c); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

2208. A letter from the Acting Fiscal As-
sistant Secretary, Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting a report on amounts actu-
ally deposited in the Panama Canal Com-
mission Fund during fiscal year 1985, pursu-
ant to 22 U.8.C. 3712(c)2); to the Commit-
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

2209. A letter from the Acting Fiscal As-
sistant Secretary, Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting the final monthly treas-
ury statement of receipts and outlays of the
U.8. Government for fiscal year 1985, pursu-
ant to 31 U.S.C. 331(c); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee of
conference. Conference report on House
Joint Resolution 372 in disagreement (Rept.
99-351). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. H.
Res. 305. A resolution providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 6, a bill to provide for the
conservation and development of water and
related resources and the improvement and
rehabilitation of the Nation’s water re-
sources infrastructure (Rept. 99-352). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. PEPPER: Committee on Rules. H.
Res. 306. A resolution providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 3669, a bill to prevent the
disinvestment of the Social Security Trust
Funds and other trust funds (Rept. 99-353).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Identification of friend or
foe in air warfare—a capability long neglect-
ed and urgently needed (Rept. 99-354). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Air Force is spending over
$1 billion in poorly tested and duplicative
Radar Jammer Program (Rept, 99-355). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. DOD spare parts pricing
abuses at the naval air station, Miramar, CA
(Rept. 99-356). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. HAWKINS: Committee of conference.
Conference report on 8. 1570 (Rept. 99-357).
Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI (for him-
self, and Mr. CHAPMAN):

H.R. 3669. A bill to prevent the disinvest-
ment of the Social Security Trust Funds
and other trust funds; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOWARD (for himself, Mr.
RoOE, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. STANGELAND,
and Mr. ANDERSON):

November 1, 1985

H.R. 3670. A bill to provide for the conser-
vation and development of water and relat-
ed resources and the improvement and reha-
bilitation of the Nation’s water resources in-
frastructure; jointly, to the Committees on
Public Works and Transportation, and Ways
and Means.

By Mr. FAUNTROY (for himself, Mr.
DeLrums, Mr. McKiINNEY, and Mr.
BLIiLEY):

H.R. 3671 A bill to waive the period of
Congressional review for certain District of
Columbia acts and bills authorizing the issu-
ance of revenue bonds; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

By Mr, BATEMAN:

H.R. 3672, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a special
valuation of certified historic structures for
estate tax purposes, and to provide an ex-
tension of time to pay estate taxes where
the estate consists largely of a certified his-
toric structure; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. pE LA GARZA:

H.R. 3673. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act with respect to the
liability of owners and operators of interna-
tional bridges and toll roads to prevent the
unauthorized landing of aliens; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EVANS of Iowa:

H.R. 3674. A bill to amend title IV of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974 to require that, in the case of par-
ticipants meeting certain minimum require-
ments as of the date of termination of the
plan, early retirement pension benefits
under the plan shall be guaranteed by the
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation and
shall commence no later than as specified in
applicable plan provisions, to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr,. REGULA:

H.R. 3675. A bill to amend title X of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 to provide the President
with a modified authority to rescind or re-
serve budget authority while preserving con-
gressional control over the budget process;
jointly, to the Committees on Government
Operations, and Rules.

By Mr. SHUMWAY (for himself, Mr.
Lowry of Washington, Mr. FI1ELDS,
Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. FRANKLIN, and
Mr. TAUZIN):

H.R. 3676. A bill to amend Section 912 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
exempt from gross income the value of cer-
tain Panama Canal Treaty allowances; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SOLOMON:

H.R. 3677. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to protect against interstate transport
of pollutants, to control existing and new
sources of acid deposition, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr.
Davis, Mr. LenT, and Mr. Bracer):

H.R. 3678. A bill to require the licensing
of operators of vessels that tow disabled ves-
sels for consideration; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him-
self and Mr. SILJANDER).

H.J. Res. 439. Joint resolution to designate
the year 1986 to be “The Centennial Year of
the Gasoline Powered Automobile”; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr.
DwyER of New Jersey, Mr. HORTON,
Mr. NATCHER, Mr. DAscHLE, Mr.
McKERNAN, Mr. Daus, Mr. Rog, Mr.
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VoLkMER, Mr. O'BrieN, Mr. Saso,
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. BERMAN, Mr,
TRAFICANT, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr.
Lewis of California, Mrs. BurToN of
California, Mr. WoRrTLEY, Mr. DE LA
Garza, Mr, EMERSON, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. WALGREN, Mr. FAwELL, Mr. REID,
Mr. Borski, Mr. KOLTER, Mr.
Owens, Mr. Weiss, Mr. DymaLLy,
Mr. Mr. PERKINS, Mrs,
Boxer, Mr. KiLpee, Mr. GINGRICH,
Mr. WiLson, Mr. Haves, Mr. Row-
LAND of Georgia, Mr. CoNTE, and Mr.
LAFALCE):

H.J. Res. 440. Joint resolution to designate
the week of December 1, 1985, through De-
cember 7, 1985, as “National Autism Week™;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:

H. Con. Res. 226. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress regard-
ing the jamming of western radio broadcasts
by the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Czechoslova-
kia, and Poland; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CARPER:

H.R. 3679. A bill for the relief of the
estate of John F. Schaefer; to the Commit-
tee on Judiciary.

By Mr. FRANK:

H.R. 3680. A bill for the relief of Barbara
Killion Applegate; to the Committee on Ju-
diciary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 44: Mr. GINGRICH.

H.R. 313: Mr. RICHARDSON.

H.R. 585: Mr. ALEXANDER and Mr. RIN-
ALDO.

H.R. 932: Mr. MOLLOHAN.

H.R. 1030: Mr. ATKINS, Mr. DoNNELLY, MT.
LaFaLce, and Mr. OBEY.

H.R. 1050: Mr. EANJORSKI.

H.R. 1089: Mr. HowARD, Mr. Savace, Mr.
BoucHER, and Mr. MARKEY.

H.R. 1099: Mr. BurToN of Indiana.

H.R. 1326: Mr. BaTEs.

H.R. 1615: Mr. ArMEY and Mr. CoLEMAN of
Missouri.

H.R. 1666: Mr. REID.

H.R. 1704: Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

H.R. 1840: Mr. Gray of Illinois, Mr. Ros-
ERTS, Mr. Sunia, and Mr. BEREUTER.

H.R. 1894: Mr. BurToN of Indiana.

H.R. 1977: Mr. SUNIA.

H.R. 2157: Mr. HiLErR, Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
LicHTFOOT, and Mr. FIELDS.

H.R. 2295: Mr. LAFALcE and Mr. TALLON.

H.R. 2325: Mr. ROBERTS.

H.R. 2603: Mr. Werss, Mr. EckarT of Ohio,
and Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 2679: Mr. Morr1isoN of Washington.

H.R. 2833: Ms. MikuLskl, Mr. CLINGER,
Mr. MaTsvui, Mr. Sunia, and Mr., McKINNEY.

H.R. 2854: Mrs. KENNELLY.

H.R. 2943: Mr. RaHALL, Mr. MANTON, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. LuNGREN, Mr. BaTes, and Mr.
GINGRICH.
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H.R. 3035: Mr. YATRON.

H.R. 3232: Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma, and
Mr. KOLTER.

H.R. 3263: Mr. CARR.

H.R. 3296: Mr. BoEHLERT and Mr. CARPER.

H.R. 3305: Mr. AckKerMAN, Mr. CoOELHO,
Mr. Towns, Mr. NieLsoN of Utah, and Mr.
WEiss.

H.R. 3438: Mr. CriNger and Mr. BUSTA-
MANTE.

H.R. 3439: Mr. ConyERs and Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 3486: Mr. WHITEHURST and MTr.
HUGHES.

H.R. 3487: Mr. MurPHY, Mr. CONYERS, and
Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 3510: Mr. LunpiNg, Mr. Forp of Ten-
nessee, Mr, TavziN, Mr. GoopLING, and Mr.
ANDERSON,

H.R. 3512: Mr. SUNIA.

H.R. 3520: Mr. PACKARD, Mr. Sm1TH of New
Jersey, Mr. Stump, Mr. WHITEHURST, and
Mr. WHITTAKER.

H.R. 3521: Mr. HARTNETT, Mr. BREAUX, Mr.
VoLkMER, and Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 3522: Mr, WALKER.

H.R. 3553: Mr. LacoMmarsiNOo and Mr.
GINGRICH.

H.R. 3557: Mr. GiNcrIcH and Mr. LEacH of

Iowa.

H.R. 3567: Mr. BARNARD, Mr. HuGHES, and
Mr. WHITEHURST.

H.R. 3609: Mr. STRATTON, Mr, DORNAN of
California, Mr. LiviNgsTON, Mr. BurTON of
Indiana, Mr. CoBey, Mr. WALKER, MTr.
WEBER, Mr. MonsonN, Mr. SmitH of New
Hampshire, Mrs. VocaNovicH, Mr. ARMEY,
Mr. GiNcrIcH, Mr. CoURTER, Mr. NI1ELSON of
Utah, Mr. EMERsSON, Mr. BartoN of Texas,
Mr. SWINDALL, Mr. Daus, Mr. BLILEY, Mr.
Rupp, Mr. BouLTER, Mr. KEmMP, Mr. IRELAND,
Mr. RITTER, Mr. CRANE, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. DREIER of
California, Mr. SorLomoN, Mr. LOWERY of
California, Mr. PorTER, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr.
Younc of Florida, Mr. McCoLruMm, Mr. LUN-
GREN, Mr. RoTH, Mr. Braz, Mr. DELaAY, and
Mr. MONTGOMERY.

H.R. 3626: Mr. PORTER, Mr. GINGRICH, and
Mr. VALENTINE.

H.J. Res. 101: Mr. PORTER, Mr. JEFFORDS,
Mr. BoNEr of Tennessee, Mr. MOORHEAD,
Mrs. BenTLEY, Mr. GInNcRICH, and Mr.
HAYEs.

H.J. Res. 127: Mr. Coatrs, Mr. KLECZKA,
Mr. REGULA, Mr. DE LA GARzA, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. Howarp, Mr. ROGERS, Mr.
Hype, Mr. ATKiNs, Ms. KArPTUR, Mr. HUGHES,
Mr. Coywe, Mr. DysoN, Mr. Borski, Mr.
Haves, Mr. HoYer, Mr. Jacoss, Mr. KANJOR-
8KI, Mr. KasicH, Mr. Kemp, Mr. LaNTOS, Mr.
Lewis of California, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr.
SPRATT, Mr, Tarron, Mr. SwWINDALL, Mr.
TaAukE, Mr. TavziN, and Mr. TRAXLER.

H.J. Res, 133: Mr. GreeN, Ms. SNOWE, and
Mr. CLINGER.

H.J. Res. 2908: Mr. DELLoMs, Mr. DONNEL-
LY, Mr. Forey, Mr. GROTBERG, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. KiLpee, Mr, KOSTMAYER, Mr. LATTA, Mr.
Lowry of Washington, Mr, M1LLER of Wash-
ington, Mr. MoAkKLEY, Mr. MorrisoN of
Washington, Mr. RoBerTs, Mr. Saso, Mr.
Stump, Mr. TavziN, and Mr. TRAFICANT.

H.J. Res. 333: Mr. Lowery of California,
Mr. McCain, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr, SCHAEFER,
Mr, IRELAND, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. SOLOMON,
Mr. Tavke, Mr. GiuMAN, Mr., RITTER, Mr.
HeENRY, Mr. WALKER, Mr. Worre, Mr.
Duncan, Mr. McGRATH, Mr, PORTER, Mr.
Lewis of California, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr.
PackARD, Mr. REGULA, Mr, HAMMERSCHMIDT,
Mr. WHITLEY, Mr. BiLirakis, Mr. McCoL-
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LM, Mr. PeETRI, Mr. PUuRsELL, Mr. NIELSON
of Utah, Mr. Suaw, Ms. Snowe, Mr. HYDE,
Mr. Worr, Mr. DioGuarpr, Mr. LENT, Mrs.
Horr, Mr. LOEFFLER, Mr. DeLay, Mr.
THoMAS of California, Mr. EARLY, Mr.
McCaxnpLEss, Mr. Ortiz, Mr. FoLEy, MTr.
Sovrarz, Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr.
ANDERSON, Mr. WEBER, Mr. LiGHTFOOT, Mr.
SPRATT, Mr. AxARA, Mr. LanTOs, Mr.
HEeFNER, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. Evans of Ilinois,
Mrs. Mevers of Kansas, Mr. CoaTts, Mr.
WiLson, Mr. Cray, Mr. HerreEL of Hawaii,
Mr. O'Brien, Mr. Russo, Mr. BARNES, Mr.
RiIcHARDSON, Mr. BurtoN of Indiana, Mr.
GonNzaLEz, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. NEgaL, Mr.
FuqQua, Mr. SToKES, Mr. Biacer, Mr. DORNAN
of California, Mr. Hopkins, Mr, CoNTE, Mr.
GRrece, Mr. Kemp, Mr. Braz, Mr. Mack, Mr.
McDape, Mr. Rupp, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. Bowior of Michigan, Mr.
DymarLy, Mr. Fierps, Mr. BLiLEy, Mr.
CHENEY, Mr. Dixon, Mr. Jones of Tennes-
see, Mr. LEAMAN of California, Mr. MARTIN,
of New York, Mr. Moopy, Mr. BoLaND, Mr.
BARTLETT, Mr. STARK, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. PRICE,
and Mr, LIPINSKI.

H.J. Res. 347: Mr. Weiss, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr.
‘WoLrg, Mr, Sunia, Mr. Boner of Tennessee,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. Appasso, Mr, SHAw, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr, HauL of Ohio, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. Cringer, Mr. LEwis of California, Mr.
WRIGHT, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. RopiNo, Mr.
CARPER, Mr. MicHEL, Mrs. JoHNsON, Mr.
Bosco, Mrs., KenNNELLY, Mr. FrANE, Mr,
DARDEN, Mr. CLaY, Mr. FoLEY, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. GaLro, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. BRYANT, Mr.
FaunTrOY, and Mr. FOWLER.

H.J. Res. 364: Mr. Horron, Mr. Towns,
Mr. GincrICH, Mr. BoNER of Tennessee, Mr.
Wour, Mr. Daus, Mr. WE1ss, Mr. O'BRIEN,
Mr. BERMAN, and Mr. SUNIA.

H. Con. Res. 117: Mr. Daus.

H. Con. Res. 173: Mr. MITCHELL, Mr.
Coars, Mr. CROCKETT, Mrs. CoLLiNs, Mr.
DwyER of New Jersey, Mr. RowLanp of Con-
necticut, Mr. CourTER, Mr. Epwarps of
Oklahoma, Mr. BILirAKIS, and Mr. SUNIA.

H. Con. Res. 197: Mr. DascHLE and Mr.
SCHAEFER.

H. Con. Res. 204: Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. UpaLL,
Mr. VoLkMER, and Mr. SmiTH of Florida.

H. Con. Res. 205: Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. UpALL,
Mr. VoLEMER, and Mr. SMiTH of Florida.

H. Con. Res. 206: Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. UbpALL,
Mr. VoLeMER, and Mr. SmiTH of Florida.

H. Con. Res. 213: Mr. ATkINs, Mr. ROBIN-
son, and Mr. VENTO.

H. Res. 164: Mr. Younc of Florida.

H. Res. 264: Mr. LicHTFOOT, Mr. WEBER,
Mr. Roemer, Mr. Daue, Mr. DysoN, Mr.
THomAs of Georgia, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr.
Swirt, and Mr. CHAPMAN.

H. Res. 268: Mr. DEWINE, Mr. EMERSON,
Mr. Drerer of California, and Mr. GUARINI.

H. Res. 273: Mr. OrTIiz and Mr. COLEMAN
of Texas.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

HR.6
By Mr. DAVIS:
—In Section 608, after the word “Canada,”
strike “in response to” and insert in lieu
thereof “since”.
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